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I. INTRODOCTIOH 
A. Basic Orientation 
Individuals who participate in community affairs affect 
the future of the whole community. The kind of decisions 
made and the processes through which they are reached will 
be determined by the people who participate in community 
activities. 
Two main assumptions underlie the importance of 
residents' participation in the community. The first is 
that participation or the opportunity of the individuals to 
participate, is a major component of democratic ideals (Mial 
and Mial, 1960; Ryan, 1979). The second assumption is that 
united efforts of people when carrying out their own plans 
of action enhance the capacity of the community as a 
decision making social system (Sanders, 1970; Gary, 1970; 
Warren, 1978; Kaufman, 1979). 
One of the most basic facts about community 
participation is that it is seldom uniformly distributed 
throughout the population (Foskett, 1955; Edwards and Booth, 
1973). Some people are relatively inactive and rarely 
participate in community activities; others are considerably 
more active in community affairs. The range of 
participation also varies where pome concentrate on only few 
activities while others divide their participation among 
numerous issues or programs. 
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What are reasons for differing levels of social 
participation in community activities? This question has 
far reaching implications not only for the study of social 
structure and related aspects of social organization, but 
also for community development policies and. other forms of 
interventions. 
The differential participation in community activities 
has consequences in terms of the kinds of decisions made. 
Certain values or interests may prevail and thereby give a 
particular direction to policy determination. If social 
participation is too limited, many of the resources of 
residents will be lost and the democratic process itself may 
be threatened. Understanding the reasons of differential 
participation will guide policy makers and community 
practitioners to adopt the appropriate strategies and means 
by which the rate of social participation is modified. It 
will also help in directing participation in the way that 
will lead to improving the problem-solving capacity of local 
communities. 
The present study is an attempt to provide an 
explanation of the differential participation in community-
oriented action by 'focusing on a special form of 
participation that enables the local society to develop 
greater problem-solving capacity. 
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1* "Communitvness" of social action 
Cranach et al. (1982) treat social action as a type of 
behavior that is at least partially conscious, directed 
toward a goal, planned and intentional (or willed). In the 
case of a community, not all goal directed action occurring 
at the local level is related to community living. 
According to Poplin (1979), the key to a successful theory 
of community action is to find criteria by which events and 
activities of communal relevance can be distinguished from 
those that are not relevant. There have been several 
attempts to develop such criteria. Sutton and Kolaja (1960) 
point out that "communityness" of an action is positively 
related to the number of locally-based actors, the number of 
persons being aware of the action, and the number of 
recipients of the action. Communityness of action is 
further enhanced when the goals of action are collective 
rather than private. 
Poplin (1979) suggests that an activity or event is a 
part of the universe of community actions (1) when the 
participants intend to solve some problems related to the 
locality in which they live, (2) when most of the persons 
who are involved in or influenced by the action are members 
of the local community, and (3) when a large number of 
community members participate in the community action. 
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Wilkinson (1970b) points out that locality orientation 
is a central theme in most definitions of community action. 
However, he argues that not all locality oriented actions 
are community actions. An action process may be regarded as 
locality-oriented if (1) the principal actors and 
beneficiaries are local residents, (2) the goals of action 
represent interests of local residents, and (3) the action 
is public, as opposed to private, in the sense that 
beneficiaries include other persons in addition to the 
actors. But to be regarded as a community action, it must 
either express a number of interests in the local life or be 
closely related to other actions which express such 
interests. For example, a locality-oriented action such as 
building a hospital is a community action only if it is 
related to other programs of action in the local society. 
This may occur through common actors or through a formal 
community coordinative association (Wilkinson, 1970b; 
Kaufman, 1979) . 
2. Goals of community action 
Two goals of community goal-directed action mentioned 
frequently in the literature are referred to as "task" and 
"process" (Kaufman, 1959; Rothman, 196%; Gilbert, 1977; 
Warren, 1978). Task goals entail the completion of a 
concrete task or the solution of a delimited problem 
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pertaining to the functioning of a community social system. 
Examples include the delivery of specific services, 
establishing new services, or the approval of specific 
legislation. Strategies of community planned change that 
stress task goals usually treat the community as a context 
within which special-interest programs of change, usually of 
a highly technical nature and with extra-local direction, 
are conducted. Although task-accomplishment-oriented 
programs of action may provide solutions to many community 
problems, at least in the short run, they are not helpful in 
developing the community's capacity of solving its problems 
and meeting its needs (Wilkinson, 1972; Kaufman,. 7979). 
Process goals are oriented toward the structure's 
maintenance and capacity. Examples include establishing 
cooperative working relationships among groups in the 
community, creating or improving self-maintaining community 
problem-solving structure, stimulating broad interest and 
participation in community affairs, fostering collaborative 
attitudes and practices, and increasing indigenous 
leadership. This set of goals are described by Boss (1955) 
as "community integration" or "community capacity". 
One approach emphasizing integration as a central 
community process is called community field theory. Using 
field theory, integration refers to the cohesiveness of the 
structure, and is concerned with how and to what extent the 
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structure is held together (Kaufiran et al., 1975). 
Community field theory views the community as an 
activity field, or as a structure in process (Kaufman, 
1979). The field is thought of as an organized set of 
actions carried out by local actors who participate in a 
variety of community oriented action where the structure is 
seen as an interactive network based on the behavior of the 
local actors. The broad scope of community field structure 
serves to coordinate and integrate many interest areas 
existing in the locality (e.g., economic, education, 
recreation). 
The field perspective serves to identify the patterns 
of activities that link the contributions of participating 
actors to the integration of the local community. From this 
perspective, actors who participate in multiple interest 
areas are presumed to provide coordinative linkages between 
them, and thus contribute to community field structure 
building (Wilkinson, 1970a; Kaufman et al., 1975). 
Community field theorists emphasize the process of 
coordination and integration on the premise that an 
integrated structure provides the local society with greater 
problem-solving capacity. However, they do not overlook the 
task goals of community action since they look at process in 
terras of what takes places in substantive programs (Ryan, 
1979) . 
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A field perspective as a dynamic interactionist 
approach is useful for considering community structure and 
change. It focuses upon the nature and extent of a 
participant's involvement in local issues. Furthermore, it 
assumes that individuals who display considerable activity 
in different issues are the persons of influence and who 
contribute to a community's structure building. However, as 
Beaulieu (1977) points out, while field procedures are 
effective in determining what participants do and what they 
accomplish in locality-oriented issues, there is an apparent 
disregard from the field theoretical approach to move beyond 
the descriptive level and ask why individuals behave as they 
do in such issues. 
3. Alternative explanations of the differential 
participation In the community field 
Beaulieu (1977) suggests that an adequate explanation 
of the differential participation in community actions might 
be found in the work of Perrucci and Pilisuk (1970). In 
their study of community power, they note that persons who 
become involved in a community issue do so because of their 
access to the resources of others, in addition to their own, 
which can be mobilized to influence the outcome of a 
community issue. One method by which individuals can draw 
apon the resources of others is through executive positions 
in organizations. 
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Given the premise that programs of social action depend 
on mobilizing, combining and organizing resources, the 
notion of access to resources seems to provide an important 
explanation of the differential participation in community 
actions. The kinds of resources that may be utilized to 
influence programs of social action include money, 
technological knowledge, access to a superior government 
authority, and organizational and communicational skills. 
Also, respect, morality, success, commitment and motivations 
could constitute resources for effective social action (Seal 
et al., 1966; Warren, 1976). 
A second explanation of why people participate in 
community programs of action may be derived from social 
exchange theory as exemplified by Plau (19bU) and Komans 
(1958, 1974) . From the standpoint of social exchange 
theory, individuals are seen as contributing to social 
systems and receiving, in return, things they value. People 
enter into exchange relationships to derive rewards. Social 
exchange theorists broaden the economist's concept of 
exchange of commodities to include the exchange of social 
approval, love, gratitudes, security," recognition and so on 
(Edwards and Booth, 1973). 
In social exchange theory, people are viewed as being 
engaged in a form of "mental bookkeeping" that involves a 
ledger of rewards, costs and profits (i.e., rewards minus 
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costs.). From this perspective, individuals participate in 
community action if they perceive it as profitable relative 
to other available alternatives. Also, the presence of 
alternatives is a crucial consideration in weighing one's 
costs and in estimating the potential rewards. Obviously, 
resources that are exchanged need not be of the same kind. 
For instance, a participant may provide advice, time and 
psychic energy in return for approval and esteem from the 
community. 
A third explanation of why people engage in community 
action is provided by role theory. From this perspective, a 
large segment of human behavior is coordinated to fulfill 
role expectations associated with positions in social 
structure (Biddle, 1979). Works by Goffman (1959) and Rose 
(1962) exemplify this orientation. 
The expectations of others constitute some of the 
principal guides for an individual's behavior. The self-
concept of a person is in part composed of internalizations 
of these expectations. Once a set of expectations become 
established, they tend to persist and control behavior. In 
American culture, as well as in many other cultures, a 
differential set of expectations has developed with regard 
to participation in community affairs; some individuals 
experience a strong pressure to maintain active roles in the 
community while others experience little or no pressure. In 
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general, individuals in leadership positions and those at 
higher socio-economic levels are expected to participate 
more than individuals at lower positions (Foskett, 1955; 
Edwards, 1980). 
A fourth explanation of why individuals engage in 
community action might be found in various types of 
motivational theories. One of the most well-known theories 
of motivations is that of Maslow (1943). His classic 
hierarchy assumes that certain unfulfilled needs must be met 
before people move on to other higher level needs. 
Henderson (1984) argues that people volunteer to meet higher 
level needs such as self-esteem, belonging and self-
actualization . 
Another example of motivation theory considers 
achievement, power and affiliation (Wilson, 1976) . The 
theory assumes that people are motivated by one of three 
needs: achievement, power, or affiliation. Motivation 
changes from time to time. Those who are achievement 
oriented wish to accomplish something in their undertaking, 
i.e., purposeful activity. Affiliation oriented people wish 
to be with others in some capacity and that is their 
overriding concern. Power oriented people wish to have 
impact or influence on others. 
Phillips (1983) identifies two kinds of motivations for 
voluntary participation in social action; altruistic 
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motivations such as a concern for others and a desire to 
"serve" and egoistic motivations such as learning, self-
actualization and increased status. Dsing the terms of 
social exchange theory, Phillips argues that altruistic 
motivation is the cost and egoistic motivation represents 
the reward. 
A fifth alternative explanation of why individuals 
engage in community action and why participation is 
differentiated is found in Parsons' voluntaristic action 
theory (Parsons, 1937). From the standpoint of 
voluntaristic action theory, individuals are goal seeking in 
situations where they are in possession of alternative means 
to achieve their goals. But they are limited in their goal 
seeking activities by a variety of situational conditions 
such as their biological makeups through heredity and 
various external ecological constraints. Also, their 
behavior is constrained by values, norms and other ideas 
that impose limitations on their freedom of choice. 
From a voluntaristic action theory perspective, 
individuals participate in community action because they 
perceive that participation helps them achieve their own 
goals. However, the intensity and outcome of participation 
are limited by a number of situational factors such as 
gender, financial resources available, positioning in social 
structure, relationships with other individuals and 
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collectivities, political organization, legal arrangments 
and communication networks. Also, their participation is 
effected by normative orientational factors such as values, 
commitments, attitudes, ideas, and feelings about the 
situation of action (Foskett, 1955; Parsons and Shils, 
1962) . 
Voluntaristic action theory appears to include many of 
the factors suggested by the previous four perspectives as 
reasons for differential participation. These factors can 
be classified into situational and orientational factors 
that have relevance to actor's goals. For example, actor's 
access to resources of others is a situational factor 
resulting from another situational factor such as holding 
organizational offices or occupying leadership positions. 
Viewing participation as a social exchange process is 
consistent with the voluntaristic action theory point of 
view that individuals perceive participation as a means to 
achieve their personal goals considering the available 
means. 
The social pressure imposed on some individuals to 
participate is also a situational factor related to 
variables such as socio-economic status, leadership position 
and the nature of the value system. The motivations 
suggested by motivation theories can be included under 
"actor's orientation". Thus, voluntaristic action theory 
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seems to provide a more comprehensive explanation of social 
action than do the other perspectives. For this reason, 
voluntaristic action theory is adopted in the present study 
to guide the selection of variables for explaining 
differentiation in residents • contributions to community 
field structure through participation in community 
activities. 
B. Objectives of the Study 
Two main points are brought out in the foregoing 
discussion. First, a dynamic interactional definition of 
community based on a community field perspective is seen as 
an effective method for determining what actors do and what 
they accomplish in locality-oriented issues. The community 
field approach is particularly useful in determining how 
participation in community action contributes to the 
community field structure. However, community field theory 
fails to suggest reasons for actors' differential 
contributions to the structure of the field. Second, by 
viewing action as a process in the actor's situation system 
which has motivational significance, voluntaristic action 
theory may offer some leads for understanding why actors' 
contributions to community field structure building are 
differentiated. This is a theoretical issue that has far 
reaching implications for the study of community structure 
1 
as well as for community development policies and their 
excutions. 
A primary objective of this study is to estimate the 
relative importance of a series of situational and 
orientational variables that are posited to explain actors' 
differential contributions to the formation and integration, 
of the community field structure as prescribed by community 
field theory. Voluntaristic action theory serves as a guide 
for selecting these variables, although some of the 
variables have been shown to be important in previous 
studies of community participation, most have never been 
studied within the context of field theory. 
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II. THEORETICAL FHAHEWOFK 
This chapter sets out several theoretical formulations 
to guide the present investigation. First, community field 
theory and voluntaristic action theory are discussed in 
terms of their usefulness for explaining actors' 
participation in community-oriented action. Second, 
comparisons and contrasts between the two theories are made. 
Third, a proposed model of the relation of situational and 
orientational variables to actors' contributions to 
community field structure is described. Fourth, a 
literature review of the variables included in the model is 
made. Finally, several hypotheses about the relationships 
between the dependent and independent variables are stated. 
A. Commanity Field Theory 
Studies on community change have been dominated by 
structural analysis that looks at the normative context of 
action, but not the action itself. As an alternative, 
Kaufman (1959) suggests an interactional approach called 
community field theory. From this perspective, emphasis is 
on interaction with the normative structures being treated 
as part of the background. 
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!• Characteristics of social fields 
The notion of field has been developed in several 
disciplines to reflect a view of reality as emergent and 
dynamic. According to Wilkinson (1970b: 312), the term 
field is used to refer "...either to the context of an 
object or to the configuration formed by the object and its 
context, to structure or to structure-process, to the 
backdrop of action or to the action along with its backdrop, 
but never to the object alone." 
Wilkinson (1970b) specifies four characteristics that 
are common to all phenomena presumed to constitute fields. 
First, a field is a holistic interaction nexus in the sense 
of having configurational unity in which the parts influence 
one another and include both the causes and consguences of 
the focal object. Second, a field has no boundaries but is 
distinguished from other fields according to its 
characterisic focus or core of field relevant properties. 
Third, a field is constantly changing in both structure and 
process as elements realign themselves or enter and leave 
what is operationally defined as the field at any given 
moment in time. Fourth, the field emerges from interaction 
among its components, but represents something other than 
the sum of these interactions. 
Drawing upon the works of social psychologists such as 
Murphy (1947), Lewin (1951) and Cartwright (1951) , Kaufman 
M 
(1 959) and Wilkinson (1970b) view social field as a process 
of interaction through time with constantly changing 
elements and structure. It exists within the context of 
other phenomena, notably the cultural and psychological, but 
its existence is distinctive and novel. Interaction and 
continuity of a field are accounted for in large part by 
cultural factors, but the dynamics of the field are social 
in nature. 
Included in the definition of a social field are a 
number of important concepts. First, behavioral roles of 
actors are the principal elements of a social field, but the 
interplay of roles that gives the field its distinctive 
character. Second, the novelty of a social field is based 
on a number of factors. Foremost among these factors is the 
emergent nature of the field's existence and creativity of 
actors' efforts. Third, although a social field exists in 
the actual occurrence of social interaction, its temporal 
continuity is accounted for by forces at the psychological 
and cultural levels. Salient among these forces are the 
interests of the actors comprising the field. 
2. Social fields in locality 
Field theorists point out that numerous social fields 
may exist within a local society (Wilkinson, 1970b). Among 
social fields in given localities are those which have 
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locality relevance, meaning that the principal actors and 
beneficiaries are local residents, the goals of action 
represent interests of local residents, and the action is 
public as opposed to private in that the beneficiaries 
include persons in addition to the actors (Wilkinson, 19721. 
Such fields may be grouped for purposes of study along 
institutional lines such as education, religion, economics 
and recreation. Social fields may also cut across social 
boundaries of organizations and work as the channel through 
which culture becomes apparent and is changed. Within each 
interest field in a local society may be identified actors, 
associations and activities linked together through time in 
pursuit the focal interests of the field (Wilkinson, 1 970b) . 
It is convenient for analytical purposes to 
differentiate social fields within a local society according 
to the interests toward which action is oriented; but 
careful examination of an empirical situation reveals 
varying degrees of overlap among fields. Recognition of 
this overlap as a variable is the first step toward 
conceptualizing a special kind of social fields that emerges 
from the institutionally-based fields and provides varying 
degrees of unity among them. Field theorists call these 
kind of fields the community field (Wilkinson, 1969). 
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3. Commanlty field; 1 structure in process 
Community field is defined as a locality-oriented 
social field through which actions expressing a broad range 
of local interests are coordinated. It emerges from 
special-interest fields, and because of its broad focus 
links these fields together (Kaufman, 1959). The community 
field itself may become institutionalized such as when a 
formal coordinating association is developed. But the 
community field as a whole retains its dynamic and emergent 
character. Also, it is an analytically abstracted 
phenomenon with no distinguishable boundaries, but may be 
treated analytically as having a central dynamic process 
(Wilkinson, 1970b) . 
Any social process has structure that is subject to 
continuous development or change. The structure of a social 
process consists of actors in the process and relations 
among actors which may be termed associations. Structure 
and process are analytically separate elements of 
interaction, although neither may be understood concretely 
apart from the other (Wilkinson, 1970a). The study of 
actors in a given association during a specific action means 
looking at structure in process or in progress (Kaufman, 
1979) . 
The essential distinctive function of the community 
field is coordination or integration among interest fields. 
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This occurs as a result of the interplay of behavioral roles 
of generalized actors who contribute to goal accomplishment 
in a variety of community projects over a course of time, 
and in the activities of organizations that seek to 
coordinate and muster resources for these projects. As a 
broad range of overlapping activities occur, the community 
field becomes more visible and displays a higher degree of 
capacity for integration (Wilkinson, 1972). 
Interest fields can be linked in two ways (Dasgupta, 
1974). First, individuals representing various sectors of 
the local society can become involved in the episodes of 
social action taking place in a particular interest area. 
When this occurs, the cross-section of interests represented 
by the actors contributes to the multi-interest focus of the 
field. The second form of linkage occurs when actions 
either directly or indirectly tie multiple interest fields 
together. Direct ties occur when an explicit issue 
objective is to involve representatives of organizations in 
different interest fields. An indirect tie takes place when 
an actor participating in one issue is also involved in one 
or more issues in another interest areas. 
Community field theorists assume that an integrated 
action structure provides the local community with greater 
problem-solving capacity than a community with a high 
autonomy among the parts (Kaufman, 1979). According to 
Wilkinson (1969), where integration is low, action or an 
issue of general concern whould tend to generate decisions 
blocking controversy; a highly integrated field would result 
in resources being mobilized across interest lines. For 
example, success of a birth control program may depend on 
availability of medical staff, availabilty of contraceptions 
at a price that can be paid by the poor, creating awareness 
of the program, creating positive attitudes toward birth 
control and educating residents on how to use means of birth 
control. Achieving these goals requires coordination among 
several interest areas in the community such as health 
services, fund raising, mass communication, churches, 
extension service and local government. 
Field theorists also assume that both task 
accomplishment and structural unity within a local society 
are facilitated to a greater extent through a coordinative 
style than through an autonomous style of action (Wilkinson, 
1969). Empirical studies by Singh (1974) and Kaufman et al. 
(1975) indicate a positive relationship between degree of 
structural integration and level of task accomplishment. 
From the field perspective, both task accomplishment and 
structural development programs can be combined either 
formally through a community multi-interest association or 
informally by the association of actors who participate in 
several action programs. More often, actions by individuals 
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exists as discrete acts rather than as parts of a formal 
coordinating program (Wilkinson, 1970a). 
The community field perspective, however, is not 
without shortcomings. Two of shortcomings are the 
inadequate enumeration of events which comprise the actions, 
and lack of definition of the boundaries of action (Kaufman, 
1979). These limitations constitute a potential source of 
bias when empirically delineating community actions, 
operationalizing interest fields, or generating a sample of 
actors for the purpose of studying community field structure 
and related issues. Consequently, the conclusions reached 
in such a study might be unrealistic. 
B. Voluntaristic Action Theory 
In his initial formulation of functional theory. 
Parsons (1937) conceptualizes "voluntarism" as a subjective 
decision-making process, but views such decisions as the 
partial outcome of both situational and normative 
constraints. Voluntaristic action involves the following 
elements: (1) actors who are goal seeking, (2) actors who 
are in possession of alternative means to achieve their 
goals, (3) actors who are confronted with a variety of 
situational conditions (physical, social, and cultural) that 
influence the selection of goals and means, (t) actors who 
are governed by values, norms and other ideas that influence 
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what is considered a goal and what means are selected, and 
(5) action based on actors* making subjective decisions 
about the means to achieve goals, all of which are 
constrained by ideas and situational conditions (Turner and 
Beaghley, 197%a). These elements are involved in what 
Parsons terms "unit acts" with social action involving a 
succession of such unit acts by one or more actors (Turner, 
1982) . 
The action frame of reference (a term Parsons uses 
interchangeably with voluntaristic theory of action) is 
primarily subjective in nature. That is, it deals with 
phenomena as they appear from the perspective of the actor. 
However, these subjective phenomena are "external" facts for 
they consist of the motives and attitudes of actors that 
must remain external to the observers concerned with them. 
Because of its subjective criteria. Turner (1974) has argued 
that the action frame of reference and symbolic 
interaction's conception of the actor-sitnation-orientation 
process are remarkably similar. 
1_. Components of the frame of reference of the theory of 
action 
The action frame of reference involves an actor, a 
situation, and the orientation of the actor to the 
situation. 
2a 
a. Act or : Based on voluntaristic action theory, 
the actor is the source of action. i The actor is viewed as 
goal seeking in a situation and brings to the situation 
various ascribed (e.g., sex) and achieved attributes (e.g., 
socio-economic status). These attributes are important for 
explaining role expectations (Parsons and Shils, 1962). For 
example, individuals at higher socio-economic levels are 
expected to participate in community activities more than 
individuals at lower levels (Foskett, 1955; 7959). 
b. Situation: The situation is part of the 
external world that is meaningful to the actor. 
Specifically, it is that part of the environment to which 
the actor is oriented and in which action takes place. 
Thus, the situation consists of objects of orientation. 
These objects are of two classes: (7) social objects that 
include the actor's personality and the personalities of 
others, and (2) nonsocial objects including both physical 
(e.g., instrumental means, material resources), and cultural 
objects (e.g., laws, norms, ideas) . However, when cultural 
objects become internalized within the actor, they become 
components of the actor's system of action. Situational 
objects provide the actor with alternative action 
1 
Actor may be an individual or a collectivity such as a 
society or a societal subsystem. According to Parsons and 
Shils (1962), the mechanisms which explain the action of the 
collectivity are those of Social Systems (Parsons, 1951) . 
The present study deals with individual actors. 
possibilities (Parsons and Shils, 1962). 
c. Orientation; The orientation to the situation 
consists of a set of conceptions (explicit or implicit, 
conscious or unconscious) that the actor has of the 
situation. Parsons (1937) describes the actor's 
orientations to the situation as the motor of social action. 
Whenever the actor is in a position to make a choice from 
available alternative behaviors, his/her orientation serves 
to guide subsequent decisions. 
According to Turner and Beeghley (197Ub) and Savaae 
(1981), Parsons is often criticized by the inaccurate 
assessment of his intent to equate "voluntarism" with "free 
will", and consequently, making it impossible to draw 
generalizations about human behavior. Parsons (197%) and 
Bourricaud (1981) deny that voluntarism can be equated with 
free will. They point out that the social action from a 
voluntaristic action perspective is not a product of 
individual preferences in aggregate, but rather has a 
structure of its own. The alternatives confronting an actor 
do not merely reflect his/her subjective condition, but are 
implicit in the environmental constraints that impose limits 
on action. 
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C m  Comparisons and Contrasts between Community Field Theory 
and Voluntaristic Action Theory 
As social action theories, both community field theory 
and voluntaristic action theory view social action as goal 
directed behavior and actors as goal seeking. However, 
while community field theory is directed towards the special 
structure that emerges as actors in localities pursue 
desired objectives, voluntaristic action theory is more 
concerned with factors that effect their activities. Stated 
otherwise, field theory focuses on how action effects social 
structure, while voluntaristic action theory focuses on how 
the situation and the actors' orientations effect their 
actions. Thus, action becomes an independent variable among 
community field theorists and a dependent variable for 
voluntaristic action theorists. 
Community field theory as presently formulated attempts 
to understand the structural properities that emerge from 
social action. In doing so, it emphasizes the social 
relational component of social organization rather than 
biophysical or cognitive aspects. Although this emphasis 
enhances understanding of the community structure and how 
actors in community action contribute to integrating this 
structure, the neglect of biophysical and cognitive aspects 
overlooks the significance of explaining why participants 
are able to do what they do in a community field. 
Volantaristic action theory, on the other hand, 
attempts to understand the forces affecting human purposive 
behavior. In doing so, the situation of action and 
orientation of actors towards that situation are emphasized. 
While helping to explain why some actors are able to 
contribute to social structure more than others, it makes no 
attempt to explain how individuals' actions effect social 
structure. According to Turner (1982), social structure 
cannot be derived directly from an action frame of 
reference. It requires analysis of social networks that 
result from interaction between a plurality of actors. 
Therefore, the neglect by one of the theories stands out as 
the strength of the other, and vice versa. This is why both 
theories are utilized in the present study for understanding 
residents' participation in community action. Specifically, 
attention will focus on how participation affects social 
structure and how this participation is affected by the 
situational and orientational variables. 
A careful examination of field theory and voluntaristic 
action theory reveals a considerable degree of similarity. 
For example, the relation between the actor and situation as 
stressed by voluntaristic action theory has also been 
recognized by field theorists, particularly in social 
psychology. For field theorists, the situationally relevant 
behavior of individuals can be explained only by the total 
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situation that includes both the characteristics of the 
social actor as well as the actor's environment (Murphy, 
19U7; Deutsch, 1954; Rummell, 1977). 
Wilkinson (1970b) recognizes that regularity, unity, 
continuity, patterning and predictability of the social 
field through time is primarily the result of forces at 
other levels, most notably at the level of ideas. This 
means, according to Wilkinson, that an explanatory study of 
social fields must go beyond the limited focus of behavioral 
science to include meanings that are both personal and 
shared. Likewise, a focus on the social field should not 
preclude careful examination of ecological processes. 
Social field theorists differentiate between two of 
Parsons' works. The first is The Structure of Social Action 
(Parsons, 1937) where Parsons presents his voluntaristic 
action theory. The second is The Social Systems (Parsons, 
1951). The first work is very consistent with field theory. 
According to Mey (197 2), The Structure of Social Action can 
be included under the heading of field theory. The second 
work leans heavily in the direction of functionalism and has 
been criticized by field theorists as a static conception of 
society and therefore inappropriate for explaining social 
change (Wilkinson, 1970a; Mey, 1972). 
According to Mey (1972) , the change which overtook 
Parsons as a theorist is represented in the way he withdrew 
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from the subjective view of actors in favor of cultural 
symbols. This appears as an attempt by Parsons to achieve 
greater generalization which he felt was needed to explain 
action on the basis of a system of structural functionalism. 
D. Modeling the Relation of Situational and 
Orientational Variables to Residents' Contributions 
to Community Field Structure 
The model to be tested in the present study is composed 
of one dependent and nine independent variables. The 
dependent variable is actors' contributions to community 
field structure as operationally defined in the 
methodological chapter. The independent variables are 
selected based on Voluntaristic action theory. An actor's 
gender, marital status, and socio-economic status are used 
to represent pertinent personal characteristics. Contact 
with community leaders, extensity of participation in 
organizations, job obligation, and level of organizations in 
which an actor holds offices are used to represent 
situational variables. An actor's satisfaction with 
community and commitment to community are used to represent 
levels of orientation. As pointed out before, the actor is 
viewed from voluntaristic action theory as an integral part 
of the evolving situation. Personal characteristics are 
viewed as a part of the situation (Figure 1). Proposed 
hypotheses about the relationships between each independent 
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Figure 1. Model of residents' contributions to 
community field structure based on 
voluntaristic action theory 
variable and the dependent variable are stated after 
reviewing relevant literature. 
E. Literature Review of the Variables in the Model 
The following review of literature on the variables 
included in the model has two goals. First, it is used to 
support the selection of the independent variables. 
However, most of the variables included in this model have 
never been studied in the context of community field theory. 
Second, it guides the anticipated relationships between each 
independent variable and the dependent variable. Most of 
the following literature reviewed comes from community 
participation studies. 
1. Sex 
Most research on social participation in community 
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affairs and voluntary organizations shows that males 
participate more extensively than females (Edwards and 
Booth, 1973; Tomeh, 197%; Edwards and White, 1980). Males 
also tend to be more involved in instrumental activities in 
their participation, while females are more apt to engage in 
expressive activities (Tomeh, 1974; Edwards et al., 1984). 
Gender differences in participation might be the result 
of both early sex role socialization, and differential 
experiences and opportunities during later life. 
Traditional gender-role theory posits the differentiation of 
male-female roles along an instrumental-expressive axis. 
Within the family context, the male assumes a more 
instrumental role and the female tends to be oriented to 
expressive activities (Parsons and Bales, 1955). It has 
been generally assumed that this system of sex-role 
allocation extends into, and is replicated within, the 
larger community (Edwards et al., 198U). 
Studies by Kass (1977), Kohl (1976) and Pearson (1979) 
suggest that females in general, have less access to 
opportunities and resources provided by social systems than 
do males. Stoneall (1983) notes that women working outside 
the home without help with domestic responsibilities have 
little time for voluntary participation in community 
activities. 
2. Marital status 
Research findings on the relationship between marital 
status and social participation indicate that married 
persons are more likely than unmarried persons to 
participate in community organizations and other community 
affairs (Scott, 1957; Lazerwitz, 1962; Babchuk and Booth, 
1969; Edwards and White, 1 980). Most studies do not provide 
an explanation for these findings. However, the 
relationship between marital status and participation in 
community affairs might be explained in terms of two 
factors. First, married persons presumably experience a 
greater motivation to participate as a result of their self-
interests brought on by family responsibilities. Second, 
married persons usually have larger personal networks of 
relatives and friends than do unmarried persons. Research 
demonstrates that persons with many friends and relatives 
have higher levels of participation than those with fewer 
friends and relatives. This is referred to as the 
"cumulative effect" of social participation (Tomeh, 197%). 
Booth and Babchuk (1969) note that involvement in social 
action resulting from interpersonal contact always involves 
a significant relationship with a relative, friend, or 
community leader. 
3. Socio-economic status 
Social science research has demonstrated that the 
behavior of individuals is closely related to their 
positions in the social system. Literature on social 
participation consistently points to a positive relationship 
between socio-economic status, whether measured by income, 
education or occupation, and participation in community 
activities (Minnis, 1959; Hilinsky, 1964; Miller, 1977; 
Londen, 1975; Checkaway and Til, 1978). 
Foskett (1955; 1959) discusses factors that may account 
for the positive relationship between socio-economic status 
and participation in community affairs. These factors deal 
with the skills and capacities needed for participation, 
social expectations regarding participation, and functional 
relevancy of participation. Social participation often 
requires a number of skills or capacities such as verbal 
skills, knowledge about procedures and means, acquaintance 
with the latent social structure, professional and technical 
skills, access to the leadership structure, and time and 
money. These skills and capacities are often associated 
with the roles of higher socio-economic status individuals. 
Since society has developed a differential set of 
expectations for particiation in community affairs, there is 
a strong pressure on some but not on others to maintain 
active roles in the life of the community. In general, 
individuals at higher educatonal, income and occupational 
levels are expected to participate more than those at lower 
levels. 
Finally, a large portion of community issues are of 
such a nature that they have greater influence on the lives 
of people in business and the professions, with large 
incomes and with higher educational levels. Such issues as 
zoning, development of recreation facilities and the 
location of a public building have a direct bearing on 
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business and investment interests. Social participation can 
be relevant in another way. For some people such as lawyers 
or insurance agents, it can be helpful professionally to be 
well-known and active in public affairs. 
it* Extensity of participation in organizations 
Organizations are a central factor for citizens who 
wish to participate in community affars. As early as 1935, 
De Tocgueville noted that one of the most striking features 
of American society was the way in which people at the local 
level joined together in formal associations to meet 
specific goals or solve community problems (Edwards and 
Booth, 1973) . 
The literature suggests that organizational involvement 
stimulates awareness of common problems, increases the level 
of citizen efficacy and activity, provides a context within 
which to reach agreements, and builds a sense of collective 
identity around which a program can be developed (Checkaway 
and Til, 1978) . Literature also suggests that 
organizational membership can enhance the ability of 
individual citizens to exercise influence and control 
(Tomeh, 1969; Checkaway and Til, 1978). 
Research on social participation indicates that 
individuals with high participation in a given type of 
social activity are likely to be active in other activities 
36 
(Hausknecht, 1 962; Tomeh, 1974). Beauliea (1977) suggests 
that individuals who hold executive positions in 
organizations have access to their resources, and this 
enhances their abilities to participate and influence 
community actions. In the context of community field 
theory, Beaulieu and Ryan (1991) found that persons who hold 
multiple organizational positions display the greatest 
intensity of participation in locality-oriented programs. 
5. Contact with community leaders 
The number and kind of personal contacts affects one's 
participating activities. Booth and Babchuk (1969) indicate 
that involvement in social action occurs as a result of 
interpersonal contacts that freguently involve a significant 
pre-existing relationship with a relative, friend or 
community leader. 
Formal as well as informal community leaders are 
important for determining the future of their communities. 
Much community action is initiated and/or promoted by 
community leaders (Beal et al., 1966; Rogers and Shoemaker, 
1971). Even when not involved directly in the action, their 
advice, knowledge and legitimation are sought by both 
participants and those who wish to participate in community 
action. For these reasons, acquaintances with a large 
number of community leaders are expected to have a positive 
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influence on community participation. Moreover, the number 
of acquaintances and contacts with community leaders should 
indicate the individual's position in the social structure. 
According to Rogers and Shoemaker (1971), social relations 
are much closer between individuals who resemble each other 
in social status. Thus, persons who are acquainted or in 
contact with a large number of community leaders are 
expected to occupy a higher social status and/or to occupy 
leadership positions themselves than are persons in contact 
with few or no community leaders. In turn, they are likely 
to engage in community activities. 
6. Level of organizational offi cersh ip 
Kaufman (1979) notes that the modern locality, in order 
to be an active community, experiences two types of needs. 
One is the need for coordination of programs and services, 
as well as integration at the local level in order to 
preserve identity and be a viable unit. The other need is 
to have access to resources and services, many of which are 
frequently controlled outside the community. 
Some community residents are more able than others to 
contribute to the fulfillment of these two basic community 
needs. For instance, persons who hold executive positions 
in community organizations as well as in extra-community 
organizations (county, state and national organizations) 
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have access to resources from both levels. Since they are 
in a position to mobilize resources for community 
objectives, they are expected to have greater involvement in 
local activities. In addition to having access to resources 
from both inside and outside the community, persons holding 
multiple level organizational officership are expected to 
possess many of the characteristics and capacities needed 
for effective participation in community affairs. 
Presumably they occupy higher positions in the community's 
social structure, have more contacts with community leaders, 
are more likely to be community leaders themselves, and have 
the organizational and communicational skills that enable 
them to play an active role in connection with the 
community's needs and problems. For all these reasons, they 
are expected and encouraged by other residents to take 
active roles in community affairs. 
7. Job obligation 
Community residents may participate in community action 
episodes because of requirements associated with their 
employment (e.g., city manager, president of chamber of 
commerce, extension agent, director of development 
committee). Beal et al. (1966) discuss the dominant role of 
such professional personnel in group action. They suggest 
that professional personnel have greater motivation than lay 
people, and this may in part be due to the fact that they 
are often required to submit reports to their superiors. 
Further, their personal success and advancement is often 
contingent upon their success as professional workers. For 
these reasons, it is expected that persons who have job 
obligations are more likely than those with no such 
obligations to be involved in community action. 
8. Satisfaction with community 
The level of community satisfaction is a function of 
many attributes, but it in turn affects the level of 
participation in community efforts. Research on attitudes 
indicates that participation in community affairs is related 
to satisfaction, a feeling of happiness, optimism, a feeling 
of control and confidence in the community (Beal, 1956; 
Smith, 1966; Phillips, 1973). Rubin et al. (1959) found a 
positive relationship between level of residents' 
satisfactions with their localities and the extent to which 
they participate in community organizations. Other 
researchers reporting a direct relationship between 
satisfaction and participation in collective decision making 
include Morse and Reimer (1956), French (1958), and Almond 
and Verba (1965) . 
The process of participation in community affairs may 
itself constitute a source of satisfaction for individuals 
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which motivates them toward a higher degree of 
participation. Research on why people participate in 
community voluntary activities suggests that satisfaction 
and psychic benefits of various kinds are more than a by­
product since they are important anticipated consequences 
among those engaged in volunteer work (Smith, 1901; Gidron, 
1983) . 
9. Sense of commitment to community 
According to Kanter (1972) commitment refers to the 
willingness of people to do what will help maintain the 
group that they belong to because it provides what the 
member needs. It links self-interest to social 
requirements. Commitment has to do with the psychological 
basis of participation and leadership. Beal et al. (1966) 
and Cary (1970) note that individuals who do not identify 
with their community will be less motivated to participate 
in community action. 
Poplin (1 979) argues that residents in the majority of 
American communities lack the sense of strong commitment to 
the community. According to Poplin, this might help to 
explain why many communities are virtually immobilized when 
it comes to launching a meaningful attack on local problems. 
Wilkinson (1970b) discusses the relationship between 
actor's commitment and the integration of the community 
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field. He notes that the community field can be called a 
social field only if it has a degree of continuity and unity 
through time. Commitments of actors would provide the basis 
for continuity and integration of the dynamic community 
field. 
Commitment is emphasized in many community studies as 
being closely related to local participation, and is a 
central issue of community development. For instance. 
Warren (1970) includes commitment as one of the nine issues 
researchers should utilize in building a model of a "good" 
community. Goudy (1976; 1 983) found the degree of community 
commitment to be an important attribute of residents* 
perceived desired community. In a related study, he found 
commitment to community to be positively related to 
community satisfaction (Goudy, 1977). 
Because of a lack of literature on the relationships 
between the situational and orientational variables included 
in the present study and residents* contributions to 
community field structure, the above literature on the 
relationships between these variables and residents* 
participation in general was reviewed. The purpose of this 
is to provide a rough indication of the anticipated 
relationships between each of these variables and actors* 
contributions to community field structure. However, it 
should be clear that participation in community is not 
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equivalent to contribution to community field structure, 
although the contribution to community field structure 
Occurs through participation in community activities. 
Consider the following diagram: 
(participation in community activities) 
5 
C A 
(situational and (contribution to community 
orientational variables) field structure) 
The focus of the literature reviewed is on the 
relationship between A and B. The focus of the present 
study is on the relationship between A and C. 
F. Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses are based on the anticipated 
relationships between variables derived from the theoretical 
and empirical literature on residents' participation in 
community action: 
1. Male actor's contribution to community field structure 
is greater than female actor's contribution. 
2. Married actor's contribution to community field 
structure is greater than unmarried actor's 
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contribution. 
Actor's socio-economic status is related positively to 
actor's contribution to community field structure. 
Actor's contact with community leaders is related 
positively to actor's contribution to community field 
structure. 
Actor's extensity of participation in organizations is 
related positively to actor's contribution to community 
field structure. 
Actor's level of organizational officership is related 
positively to actor's contribution to community field 
structure. 
Actor's job obligation to participate in community 
action is related positively to actor's contribution 
to community field structure. 
Actor's satisfaction with community is related 
positively to actor's contribution to community field 
structure. 
Actor's commitment to community is related positively 
to actor's contribution to community field structure. 
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III. METHODS AND PPOCEDUPES 
During fall 1981, the department of Sociology and 
Anthropology at Iowa State University conducted a study in a 
central Iowa community on citizen participation in community 
issues and events. The community will be referred to 
hereafter as New Prairie. Although serving as an 
agricultural trade center. New Prairie is characterized by 
its large labor force in manufacturing. The primary focus 
of the study was on the social fields which emerge through 
the actions of local participants in community issues and 
events. 
A. Identifying Issues and Actors» 
The field work began by identifying community 
"knowledaeables" who were identified according to their 
perceived knowledge about New Prairie in general. 
Knowledgeables included the current mayor, the former mayor, 
a newspaper editor, a representative from the local Chamber 
of Commerce, a bank president, the president of a local 
labor union, a "career" volunteer who is active in a broad 
range of local issues, a housewife-mother-student with close 
ties to health care, the chief executive officer of a home 
1 
The information included in this section was reported 
by Anderson (198%) and Cook (198%) who used the same data 
for different purposes. 
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for the aged and a financial officer who has participated in 
a recently completed survey. 
Through personal interviews, each knowledgeable was 
asked to list community issues, projects or events that had 
received the greatest amount of local attention over the 
past three years. This period was used to allow for a 
relatively large number of issues without exacerbating the 
problem of recall error. Issues mentioned by at least two 
knowledgeables were chosen for further study. Based on this 
criterion, seventeen issues were identified (Table 1). 
Once the issues were identified, knowledgeables were 
asked to name residents who had some "formal 
responsibilities" to the issues. Persons identified by at 
least two knowledgeables per issue were called issue 
authorities. Fifty-four residents were identified by this 
procedure. But three refused to participate and four had 
moved out of New Prairie. 
Interviews with the issue authorities were conducted 
using a structured questionnaire. The primary section 
included questions on participation in each of the seventeen 
issues. Respondents were asked to indicate which of the 
issues where they had personal involvement. Due to 
practical limitations, those indicating involvement in more 
than five issues were asked to identify the five issues in 
which their involvement was the greatest. Respondents were 
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Table 1. Seventeen issues for New Prairie study 
Issue 1. Extension of Airport Runway 
Issue 2. Quality of Sewage Treatment 
Issue 3o Crosstown Boulevard Development /Improvement of 
Surface Transportation 
Issue 4. Development of Recreational Facilities 
Issue 5. Fire Safty Code Inspections 
Issue 6. Swimming Pool at Pleasant Hills School 
Issue 7. Student Walkout at High School/Committee for 
Resolution 
Issue 8. Defeat of Bond Issue for Auditorium at School 
Issue 9. Pride Days Committee 
Issue 10. Efforts to Improve Labor-Management Relations/ 
Labor-Management Relation Committee 
Issue 11. Skatetown Rezoning Request 
Issue 12. Jobs for New Prairie Committee 
Issue 13. Community Relations Committee 
Issue 14. Congregate Meals Program/Meals on Wheels 
Issue 15. Raising Money for Police Dog/Crime Committee 
Issue 16. Lack of Industrial Space/Speculative Building 
Project 
Issue 17. Charging Arts Association Rent on Space in 
Johnson Building 
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then asked to describe their action in each of these five 
issues. 
In addition to historical information on issue 
participation, the following information was collected: a) 
formal organizational affiliation; b) socio-demographic 
characteristics; c) personal contacts with other residents 
regarding social, economic, and community affairs; and d) 
perceived leadership patterns in the community. 
A snowballing technique similar to the procedure used 
by Freeman et al. (1963) was used to identify additional 
residents beyond the issue authorities. For each issue 
where authorities mentioned active involvement (at most five 
issues) , names of other local residents whom they recalled 
were obtained. Nominations by all authorities were pooled 
for each issue. Those not listed as authorities but who 
received nominations from at least two authorities for a 
given issue were included in the sample and subsequently 
interviewed. As the interviewing progressed, pooling of 
nominations continued. Individuals who received one 
nomination from an authority and at least one additional 
nomination from a first level influential were also defined 
as first level influentials and subsequently interviewed. 
The snowballing process continued until no additional first 
level influentials were identified. The entire process led 
to the identification of 169 actors across the 17 local 
issues. 
48 
To be identified as a participant, residents needed 
only to receive the proper number of nominations. This 
criterion for inclusion did not include the requirement of 
self-acknowledged participation in the issue, but such a 
requirement was added after the interview had occurred. 
Because authorities were interviewed regardless of the 
nomination criterion, they were eliminated if they did not 
receive two nominations from other participants, with at 
least one nomination coming from another authority. In 
total, 17 actors were excluded on the basis of the self-
acknowledgement criterion. 
Of the remaining 152 respondents, ten had moved away 
from New Prairie, four were high school students, one was on 
an extended vacation and nine were not contacted due to 
bookkeeping errors at the time of interviewing. None of 
these 24 individuals were asked to participate. Of the 
remaining 128 persons, 120 agreed to participate, giving a 
participation rate of 78.9 percent (120 out of 152) of all 
qualified actors and 9U percent (120 out of 128) of all 
actors who were contacted. 
Eventually, three issues were eliminated from analysis. 
In two cases (issue 3 and 5 on Table 1), the criterion that 
actors were required to receive at least one nomination from 
an authority was not satisfied. In another issue (issue 
12), two of the four authorities failed to list that issue 
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among the top five in which they most actively participated. 
Therefore, they did not provide nominations of others who 
participated in the issue. Since it was possible that the 
final set of the first level influentials was biased by the 
absence of their nominations, this issue was excluded from 
analysis. For the remaining 1U issues, the number of 
participants interviewed ranged from five actors in issue U 
to 19 actors in issue 7 (Table 2). An average of 11.3 
actors participated in each of the 14 issues. 
B. Operationalizing Interest Fields 
Each of the 14 issues can be treated and analyzed as s 
separate episode of goal directed action. From the 
community field perspective, however, attention is directed 
to activity within and among institutional interest spheres. 
This involves an inductive process of classifying issues 
according to their institutional orientation. Following 
Wilkinson's (1974) scheme for classifying according to 
institutional areas, the 14 issues were grouped into eight 
interest fields defined as industrialization, externally 
induced activities, recreation, local government affairs, 
education, general community development, social services, 
and fund raising. The classification of issues into 
interest fields is summarized in Table 3. The participation 
50 
Table 2. Number of authorities and first level 
influentials by issue 
Issue Number of 
authorities 
Number of 
first level 
Influentials 
Total 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
c 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
a 
1 2 
1 3 
1 U 
15 
1 6 
17 
Q 
It 
3 
3 
7 
4 
4 
7 
a 
a 
3 
2 
3 
3 
n 
6 
2 
m 
12 
13 
13 
1 
6 
9 
2 
4 
6 
4 
15 
1 0  
5 
17 
19 
17 
17 
6 
1 0  
13 
5 
6 
9 
7 
a 
Excluded from additional analysis. 
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of New Prairie residents in these eight interest fields 
provides the basic data needed for measuring residents' 
contributions to the community field structure. 
C. Measuring the Dependent Variable 
Contribution to community field structure is measured 
by the degree of a resident's participation in community 
goal-directed activities that helps to link the local 
interest fields together. To measure such a contribution, 
it is necessary to illustrate the nature of the coordination 
process in the community field. 
!• Coordinative linkages between interest fields 
Individuals working together to pursue common 
objectives are presumed to be an important mechanism through 
which the coordination of local action occurs. The 
structure through which this coordinating process occurs can 
be studied in terms of an actor's joint participation in 
multiple interest fields. The following discussion on 
networks of joint participation in New Prairie closely 
follows the work of Anderson (198U). 
To illustrate, begin with a social system composed of Î' 
actors and M activities. The activities included in this 
example are the eight interest fields observed in New 
Prairie. The relations among actors and the relations among 
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Table 3. Interest fields for Few Prairie issues 
Interest field Issue 
Industrialization 
Externally induced 
Activities 
Recreation 
Issue 1. Extension of Airport Runway 
Issue 10. Efforts to Improve labor-
Management Relations 
Issue 16. Lack of Industrial Space 
Issue 2. Quality of Sewage Treat­
ment 
Issue t. Development of Recreational 
Facilities 
Local Government 
Affairs 
Issue 5. Fire safety Code Inspections 
Education 
General Community 
Development and 
Planning 
Social Service 
Fund Raising 
Issue 11. Skatetown Rezoning Request 
Issue 17. Charging Art Association 
Rent on Space in Johnson 
Building 
Issue 7. Student Walkout at High 
School 
Issue 8. Defeat of Bond Issue for 
Auditorium at School 
Issue 9. Pride Days Committee 
Issue 13. Community Relations 
Committee 
Issue 14. Congregate Meals Program 
Issue 15. Raising Money for Police 
Dog 
interest fields are implied by a matrix A of order . 
Each element of A, a^j equals 1 if actor i participates in 
interest field j and 0 otherwise. Table U illustrates the 
action structure of New Prairie based on 10 of the 120 
actors in the study. The entire A matrix (120,120) is 
presented in Appendix A. 
The data in Table U illustrate the diversity of 
information provided in matrix A. Actors 1 and 2 
participate only in interest field 7 (social service), actor 
3 participates in interest field 3 (recreation) and 7 
(social service) , actor 7 participates in interest field 1 
(industrialization), 2 (externally induced activities), 3 
(recreation) , U (local government affairs) and 6 (general 
community development and planning), and so on. Thus, the 
number of interest fields in which each actor is identified 
as an active participant is represented by the row margin. 
The number of the actors present in each interest field is 
given as the column marginals. 
The linkages among special interest fields are 
represented as an (M,K) matrix, given as 
G=A•A. 
The diagonal elements of G, g , represent the number of 
ii 
actors participating in interest field i. The off diagonal 
elements of G, g. indicate the number of actors that 
IJ 
participate in both interest fields i and ]. Matrix G is of 
5% 
Table 4. Participation of New Prairie actors in eight 
interest fields 
Interest field Row 
Actor 
#1 #2 #3 #5 #6 #7 #8 margi 
Actor 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Actor 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Actor 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
Actor 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Actor 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Actor 6 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
Actor 7 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 
Actor 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Actor 9 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 
Actor 120 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 W 
Column 
marginal 30 10 5 33 30 29 5 6 
£ 
1U7 
a 
Represents the entire 120 participants. 
special interest to community field theorists because it 
represents the number of structaral linkages among 
institutional interest fields. The G matrix for New Prairie 
is presented in Table 5. 
Table 5. Pattern of participation in eight interest fieldss 
Interest field 
Interest 
field #1 #2 #3 #5 #6 #7 #8 
#1 30 
#2 5 10 
# 3  1 1 5  
#4 5 3 2 32 
#5 4 1 0 2 30 
#6 5 2 1 3 4 29 
# 7  0 0 0 1 0 0 5  
#8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2. Strength of coordinative linkages between interest 
fields 
Although the information provided in Table 5 gives the 
number of structural linkages between interest fields, it 
does not include measures of the relative strength of 
coordinative ties between these fields. A simple technique 
to measure the strength of coordinative linkages between 
interest fields is the relative density of joint 
participation in both fields (Anderson, 1984). The density 
of coordinative ties between special interest fields is 
given as 
tij = "ij /[ ("i + nj> - "ij ] 
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where t is the density of joint participation between two 
interest fields i and j, n. _ is the number of actors who 
^ J  
participate in both interest fields i and j, n^ is the 
number of actors who participate in interest field i, and n. 
is the number of actors who participate in interest field ]. 
The strength of coordinative linkages (interfield densities) 
is presented as a symmetric matrix of order (M,M) in Table 
Table 6. Strength of coordinative linkages between interest 
fields 
Interest field 
' #1 #2 #3 #5 #6 #7 #8 
# 1  
#2 .142 
#3 .029 .071 
#4 .088 .077 .057 
#5 .071 .026 .000 .033 
#6 .093 .054 .030 .052 .073 
#7 .000 .000 .000 .031 .000 .000 
#8 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 -
6 .  
For example, interest fields 1 (industrialization) and 
2 (externally induced activities) exhibit the strongest 
coordinative linkagage to one another. The strength of this 
linkage is 0.142. This means that 11.2 percent of all 
actors who participate in either interest field 1 or 2 also 
participate in the other (common actors). Interest field 1 
(industrialization) and interest field 3 (recreation) 
exhibit the weakest coordinative linkage to one another 
(.029). Interest field 8 is completely disconnected since 
no structural relationships exist with any of the other 
interest fields. 
3. Community relatedness of interest fields 
The importance of a particular interest field to the 
total community field depends on two factors; (1) how many 
interest fields are linked with that interest field through 
common actors, and (2) the strength of the linkages with 
other interest fields. fl value based on these two criteria 
are used to measure community relatedness of each interest 
field. Community relatedness of the interest field refers 
to the degree to which the interest field is integrated into 
the total community field. It is obtained by summing the 
values of the coordinative linkages between the interest 
field and the other interest fields. Community relatedness 
of the eight interest fields of New Prairie are presented in 
Table 7. 
For example, interest field 1 (industrialization) 
exhibits the strongest community relatedness (.423). It has 
58 
Table 7. Community relateSness of interest fields 
Community 
Interest field relatedness 
1. Industrialization 0.423 
2. Externally induced activités 0.370 
3. Recreation 0.187 
4. Local government affairs 0.338 
5. Education 0.203 
6. General community development and planning 0.302 
7. Social service 0.031 
8. Fund raising 0.000 
linkages with five interest fields (2, 3 ,  4, 5 and 5). The 
strength of coordinative linkages between interest field 1 
and these five interest fields are: .142, .029, .088, .071, 
and .093 respectively (Table 5). Interest field 7 has the 
weakest community relatedness (.031) since it is weakly 
linked only to interest field 1. Interest field 8 is 
unrelated to the community field since it has no connection 
with other interest fields. 
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4. The differential number of linkages between interest 
fields 
When actors are involved in a number of interest 
fields, they contribute to multiple linkages among the 
respective interest fields. The number of linkages between 
interest fields can be obtained from the following equation 
(Berkowitz, 1982) : 
N 
C P  =  N Î /  R !  ( N - R )  !  
= N(N-l)/2 
where N is the number of interest fields in which an actor 
participates and R is number of interest fields in each 
combination (R=2)« To illustrate the importance of number 
of interest fields in which actor participates, consider the 
following example. Suppose we have two actors (actor A and 
actor B). Actor A participates in four interest fields (1, 
2, 3 and U), while actor B participates in two interest 
fields (1 and 2). The number of linkages between the 
interest fields in which actor A participates is: 
4(4-1)/2 = 6 
These 6 linkages are between 1 and 2, 1 and 3, 1 and 1 ,  2  
and 3,2 and 4, and 3 and U. There is only one linkage 
between the two interest fields in which actor B 
participates, i.e., between interest fields 1 and 2. Thus, 
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while the number of interest fields in which actor R 
participates is only twice the number of interest fields in 
which actor B participates, actor A ends up contributing to 
six linkages while actor B contributes to one linkage only. 
5. A measure of actor's contribution to community field 
structure 
To this point, information has been presented on the 
number of interest fields in which each actor participates, 
community relatedness values of the interest fields, and the 
number and strength of the coordinative linkages between the 
fields. This information has been utilized to calculate 
scores representing actors' contributions to community field 
structure as follows: 
Actor•s 
contributi on 
to community 
field 
structure 
Sum of community 
relatedness 
= values of + 
interest fields 
in which actor 
participates 
Sum of coordinative 
linkage values 
between these 
interest fields 
Scores for the 120 actors were obtained first by 
adopting this equation. The highest score was 2.31 of actor 
7. Other actors' scores were divided by this score to 
facilitate the comparison between actors' scores by using a 
relative measure. However, as will be explained in the 
statistical analysis section, a a statistical case analysis 
of the regression model proposed by this study resulted in 
excluding case 7 and case 120 as extreme cases. This 
exclusion led to recalculating actors' scores as proportions 
of the next highest score of the remaining 118 cases. The 
next highest score was 1.235 for actor 16. 
The equation used in calculating the final scores of 
each actor is; 
k n 
S = ( I R. + 2 L. ) /V 
i = l  j = l  J 
where 5 is the score of an actor's contribution to 
community field structure. Hi is community relatedness of 
interest field i, K is number of interest fields in which 
the actor participates, Lj is the value of coordination 
linkage 1, N is the number of linkages between interest 
fields in which the actor participates, and V is the highest 
score in the sample. As a numerical example, the following 
are the calculations performed to obtain the score for actor 
6. Table U shows that actor 6 participates in interest 
fields 3 and u. The community relatedness values of these 
two interest fields are 0.187 and 0.338 respectively (Table 
7). The number of linkages between these two interest 
fields is 2(2-1)/2 = 1. The strength of this linkage is 
0.033 (Table 6). The highest score in the sample is 1.235. 
The score of actor 6 is: 
[ (.1 87+.338)+ (.057) ]/1 .235 = .«71 
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Scores and ranks of the 118 actors are presented in Appendix 
B. A summary of the descriptive statistics is given in 
Table 8. 
It is important to note that community field theorists 
distinguish actors who participate in single-interest field 
from actors who participate in multiple-interest fields 
(Wilkinson, 1974; Ryan 1979), Actors who participate in 
multiple-interest areas are presumed to contribute to the 
structural integrity of the community field, whereas, 
single-interest actors do not. This sharp distinction 
between single and multiple-interest actors ignores the 
indirect contributions that single-interest actors 
potentially make to the structure of the community field. 
Single-interest actors contribute to the community 
field structure when the interest field in which they 
participate is structurally linked with other local interest 
fields. The extent to which single-interest actors 
contribute to the community field depends upon the degree of 
community relatedness of the interest fields in which they 
participate. In New Prairie, for example, actor 5 
participates only in interest field U (Table U) . This 
interest field is a part of the community field since it is 
structurally linked with interest fields 1, 2,3, 5, and 6 
(Table 6). The score of actor 5 can be calculated as 
follows: 
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k  n  
= (0,338 +0.000)/!.235 = .27% 
Another example, actor 97 participates in interest field 8 
only (Appendix A) . Since interest field 0 has no linkages 
vith other interest fields, the score of actor 97 is zero 
(Appendix 3) • 
D. Weasnring Independent Variables 
!• Sex 
Actor's gender is treated as a dummy variable as 
follows: Males =1, Females =0. A summary of the 
descriptive statistics for actors' sex distribution is 
presented in Tablé 8. The frequency distribution is 
presented in Table C.I (Appendix C) . 
2. Marital status 
Marital status is also treated as a dummy variable in 
the following manner; Married = 1, Unmarried =0. A summary 
of descriptive statistics for actors' marital status is 
given in Table 8. The frequency distribution is presented 
in Table C.2 (Appendix C) . 
3. Socio-economic status 
Socio-economic status is measured by a composite scale 
of two items; actor's occupational status and actor's 
educational attainment. First, actors' occupations were 
divided into three categories as follows: orofessionals, 
technical and kindred workers (3 points); managers, 
officials and proprietors (2 points) ; and other occupations 
(1 point). This classification follows Duncan's hierarchy 
of occupations in general (Heiss et al., 1951). See Table 
C.3 (Appendix C). Second, actors' educational attainment 
were classified into three categories as follows: post 
graduate degree and some graduate work (3 points) ; four year 
college graduate (2 points); and less than four year college 
graduate (1 point). See Table C.4 (Appendix C).i Actor's 
socio-economic status score is computed by adding the 
actor's scores for occupational status and educational 
attainment. Higher total scores reflect higher socio­
economic status. 
The correlation between the two items of the socio­
economic status was .12. The actual range of the scale 
scores (2 to 6) was the same as the possible range, and the 
mean score was 3.7. The reliability of the socio-economic 
status scale, as measured by Cronbach's alpha was .05. This 
was obtained by using the SPSS subprogram of reliability 
^Since the size of categories may effect their relative 
importance, the cut-off points are selected so that the 
categories of each variable may have equal or close sizes as 
possible as it could be. 
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(Hull and Nie, 1979).i A summary of the descriptive 
statistics of socio-economic status is presented in Table 8. 
The frequency distribution is presented in Table C.5 
(Appendix C) . 
U. ExtensitT of participation in organizations 
Actor's extensity of participation in organizations was 
measured by a composite scale. The components of this scale 
included number of organizational memberships, number of 
offices held in organizations, and number of organizational 
committee memberships. Each of these items was divided into 
three categories; high (3 points) ; medium (2 points) and low 
(1 point) as shown in Tables C.6, C.7 and C.8 respectively 
(Appendix C) . 
The inter-item correlation between scale items was 
0.62. The actual range of the scale scores (3-9) was the 
same as the possible range. The mean score was 5.95 (Table 
8) . The reliability of the scale as measured by Cronbach's 
alpha was 0.82. A summary of the descriptive statistics of 
actors' extensity of participation in organizations score is 
given in Table 9. The frequency distribution is presented 
1 
The mathematical formula for this coefficient is as 
follows : 
alpha = N/(N-l)[1-i:<r^(Yi ) / 0-^] 
where N is equal to number of items; z (T^(Yj ) is equal to the 
sum of item variances; and is equal to the variance of 
total composite (Hull and Nie, 1979). 
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in Table C.9 (Appendix C) . 
5. Contact with community leaders 
Residents' contacts with community leaders were 
measured by a scale containing two items. First, 
respondents were asked: "What is the proportion of community 
political leaders you know ?" The responses were; less than 
50% (1 point); between 50% and 75% (2 points); and more than 
75% (3 points). Second, respondents were asked: "What is 
the proportion of community economic leaders you know 
The responses were: less than 50% (Ipoint) ; between 50"^ and 
75% (2 points); and more than 75% (3 points). Individuals' 
scores of contact with community leaders were obtained by 
summing scores on these two items. Higher total scores 
reflect higher degrees of contact with community leaders. 
The correlation between the two items was 0.Q5 
(statistically significant, p<.01). The actual range of the 
scale scores (2 to 6) was the same as the possible range; 
the mean score was 4.2. The scale reliability as measured 
by Cronbach's alpha was 0.62. A summary of the descriptive 
statistics of actors' contacts with community leaders is 
given in Table 8. The frequency distribution is presented 
in Table C.10 (Appendix C) . 
6 7  
6. Level of organizetional officership 
Residents indicating that they hold offices in 
organizations were asked to identify the level of these 
organizational offices (local, coonty, state, or national). 
The responses were classified into four categories; no 
offices held (no points) ; one level (1 point) ; two levels (2 
points); and three or four levels (3 points).' A summary of 
the descriptive statistics of level of organizational 
officership is given in Table 8. The frequency distribution 
is presented in Table C.11 (Appendix C). 
2» Job obligation 
Actors' job obligations to participate in community 
action was treated as a dummy variable where actors who 
mentioned that some or all of their participation in 
community action occurred as employment requirement were 
assigned a score of one point, and actors who mentioned no 
job requirement of participation were assigned a score of 
zero. A summary of the descriptive statistics of actors' 
job obligation scores is given in Table 8. The frequency 
distribution is presented in Table C.12 (appendix C). 
1 
Local level is included in all multiple-categories 
(two levels; three and four levels). 
Table 8. Descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent 
variables 
Variable Mean Variance Std. Kurt- Skew- Kin- Max- Range 
dev. osis ness imum imum 
Sex 0.78 0.17 0.41 0.0% -1.43 0 1 1 
Marital status 0.93 0.06 0.25 10.18 -3.6U 0 1 1 
Socio-economic 
status 3.76 1.«4U 1 .20 -0.83 0.17 2 6 4 
Participation in 
organizations 5.95 U.75 2.18 -1.4% -0.04 3 9 6 
Contact with 
leaders 4.19 2.03 1.42 -1.23 -0.2P 2 6 4 
Level of organi­
zational offices 1.31 0.70 0.83 0.19 0.43 0 4 4 
Job obligation 0. 54 0.25 0. 50 2.01 -0.16 0 1 1 
Satisfaction with 
community 17.90 7.61 2.76 0.41 -0.78 10 24 14 
Commitment to 
community 4.20 0.76 0.87 1.68 -1.27 1 5 4 
Contribution to 
community field 0.29 0.03 0.18 4.18 1.80 0 1 1 
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8. Satisfaction with community 
Actor's degree of satisfaction with community was 
measured by summing several Likert-scale items that 
reflected a broad range of community attributes. The 
respondent was asked to assess these items by indicating 
agreement or disagreement with each item on an intensity 
scale. The responses to the various items were scored in 
such a way that a response indicative of the most favorable 
attitude was assigned the highest score (5 points), while 
the response representing the least favorable attitude was 
given the lowest score (1 point) . The items appear in Table 
9. 
The internal consistency of the community satisfaction 
scale was measured by Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 
reliability. Based on this coefficient, items 8 and 9 were 
eliminated to improve the reliability of the scale. 
Respondents' scores on the seven-item scale ranged from 10 
to The possible range is from 7 to 35. The inter-item 
correlation between the seven items was 0.1W. The 
reliability of the scale as measured by Cronbach's alpha was 
0.53. A summary of the descriptive statistics for actors' 
satisfaction with community is given in Table 8. The 
frequency distribution is presented in Table C.I 3 (Appendix 
C) . 
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Table 9. Items of community satisfaction scale 
Item SA A D D SD 
1. Relations between labor and management 
in the community are as good as can be 
expected. 5 4 3 2 1 
2. Labor unions locally have had a positive 
impact on our community. 5 13 2 1 
3. Community leaders are willing to take 
economic chances to attract new 
industry to the community. 5 13 2 1 
4. I really don't feel "at home" in this 
community. 1 2 3 u 5 
5. Businessmen in our community are good at 
working for the total community. 5 13 2 1 
6o The community leaders discourage citizen 
involvement in the local issues. 12 3 15 
7. The economic outlook for the community 
appears bright. 5 13 2 1 
8. I would feel sorry if I had to move away 
from this community. 5 13 2 1 
9. Our community appears incapable of 
solving its own problems. 12 3 15 
a 
SA (strongly agree) , A (agree) , D (undecided) , 
D (disagree) , SD (strongly disagree) . 
9. Sense of commitment to community 
Respondents' commitments to community were measured by 
a single-item scale. They were asked to response to the 
following statement: "I feel a deep sense of commitment to 
the community." The responses to this item were measured on 
a five-point scale ranging from "strongly agree" (5 points) 
to "strongly disagree" (1 point) . A summary of the 
descriptive statistics of actor's commitment to community is 
given in Table 8. The frequency distribution is presented 
in Table C.I 4 (Appendix C) . 
E. Statistical Analysis 
Various analytical techniques are used in this study. 
Network analysis techniques are used in measuring the 
dependent variable, univariate analysis is used to describe 
the distribution within the variables, and reliability 
testing using Cronbach's alpha coefficient is used to assess 
the internal consistency of the multiple-item measures. To 
meet other empirical objectives of this study and for 
testing the empirical hypotheses stated in the previous 
chapter, zero-order correlation, multiple regression, 
multiple-partial correlation, case analysis using 
studentized residuals, testing for outliers and Cook's 
distance statistics, and analysis of multicollinearity 
7 2  
diagnostics using principal component analysis are all used 
at various stages. 
Zero-order correlation is used to indicate the decree 
of association or covariation between two variables without 
controlling for the influence of other variables. Multiple 
regression is used mainly in this study to examine the 
impact of each independent variable on the dependent 
variable while controlling for variation in other 
independent variables. The fitted equation used in this 
study is as follows: 
Y  =  a  +  b X  +  b X  + b X  +  b X  +  b X  +  b X  +  b X  
1 1  2 2  3 3  4  4  5 5  6 6  7 7  
+ b X + b X 
8  8  9 9  
where Y is the predicted value of actor's contribution 
to community field structure. 
X^ is actor's sex. 
Y. is actor's marital status. 
2 
X is actor's socio-economic status. 
3  
X. is actor's extensity of participation in 
^ organizations. 
X is actor's degree of contact with community 
•5 leaders. 
X, is level of organizations in which actor holfs 
offices. 
X is actor's job obligation of participation 
' in community action. 
XQ is actor's degree of satisfaction with 
community. 
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Y. is actor's degree of commitment to communitv. 
9  
The general linear model procedure (GLM) in the SAS corputer 
program is used to obtain the regression coefficients and t-
values.1 
The coefficient of determination, , which is the 
square of correlation between the dependent variable and the 
best single linear combination of the independent variables, 
reflects the overall accuracy of the prediction equation. 
However, R2 as a criterion for comparing models is 
inadequate for comparing a subset model to a larger model 
including the subset since the larger model will always have 
a value of RZ as large or larger than R2 for the submodel. 
Multiple adjusted RZ corrects for this problem (Weisbero, 
1980: 188).2 Both R2 and adj.RZ are used in the present 
Since there is no clearly defined universe of actors, 
the sample of actors must be purposeful (Fvers et al., 
1976). The reader is cautioned, however, that the 
statistics reported in the present study can not be 
interpreted in a strict statistical, theoretical sense. For 
example, the statistical significance levels for t-test 
given in Table 12 should be interpreted as approximations 
based on the t-test as an index. 
2 
The formula for calculating RZ is as follows: 
= SS(Y) - SS (residual) SS (regression) 
RZ = = 
SS (Y) ~ SS (Y) 
variation in Y explained by the combined 
linear influence of the indp. variables 
total variance in Y 
(Weisberg, 1980:U8; Fim and Kohout, 1975). 
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study and obtained by using the regression procedure in 
SAS.Î Partial RZ is also used to indicate the porportion of 
variance in the dependent variable explained by each 
independent variable. 
According to Weisberg (1980), none of the methods of 
getting parameter estimates or testing can be used to obtain 
checks on the adequacy of regression model. Rather, the 
data must be analyzed in detail with attention given to the 
role of each case in determining values of estimators and 
test statistics. This analysis technique is called case 
analysis. In some data sets, for example, it may be that 
the observed aggregate statistics depend on one case in such 
a way that, if that case were deleted, the outcome of the 
aggregate analysis would change. Such a case is termed 
"influential". Several procedures and statistics can be 
used to examine for these influential cases. Among these 
procedures and statistics, testing for outliers, studentized 
residual, and Cook's distance are used in this study. 
According to Weisberg (7980) , outliers are cases for 
which the hypothesized regression model fails to fit while 
the model is satisfactory for all or most of the other 
The formula for calculating adj.pz is as follows: 
ad].22 = 1-[ (n-1)/(n-p) (1-R2 )] 
where n is the sample size, and p is the number of the 
independent variables in the equation (Weisberg, 1980: 188). 
cases. The outliers might crosspondent to exceptional 
circumstances such as failure of the measuring instrument or 
an unexperienced technician, or it might be perfectly 
legitimate where nothing exceptional or even improbable 
occurs. However, the model for Y for this combination of X-
values does not conform to the line or plane that describes 
(most of) the cases. These cases may then be the most 
important in a study as it could represent new and 
unexpected information. The researcher may wish to study 
the conditions of these cases separately, and the regression 
should be recomputed in the absence of these cases» 
The candidates for outliers are cases with extreme 
values of the studentized residual, r^ , which is the 
residual of the ith case divided by its standard error. To 
protect against discarding good data, a test of the 
hypothesis that the suspected case does not conform to the 
same model as the remaining cases is required. In the 
present study, a test of outlier as outlined by Weisberg 
(1980: 115-117) was performed. The result indicates that 
both cases of actor 7 and actor 120 are outliers. 
According to Weisberg (1980 : 1 36), outlier (if it 
exists) may have little effect on the estimate of parameters 
if the Cook's distance Di is quite small. Cook's distance 
measures the change to the estimate that results from 
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deleting this case.* The two outliers cases in this study 
were found to have relatively large Cook's distance values. 
For case 7, Di was .252; for case 120, Di was .115. The Ds 
for the remaining 118 cases ranged from 0 to .018. Based on 
the test of outlier and Cook's distance values, a decision 
was made to discard cases 7 and 120 from further regression 
analysis. 
The excluded two cases were separately examined. The 
examination reveals that both actor 7 and actor 120 have 
contributed to the community field structure building more 
than any other actor. Actor 7 participated in five interest 
fields and actor 120 participated in four interest fields; 
no one of the other actors participated in more than three 
interest fields. Both actor 7 and actor 120 are males, 
married, occupying high socio-economic status, in contact 
with a relatively large porportion of community leaders, 
have moderate participation in organizations, and are highly 
satisfied and committed to the community. Actor 7 is the 
Mayor of New Prairie and actor 120 is the vice-president of 
the local Chamber of Commerce. These positions seem to be 
1 
The formula for Cook's distance is as follows: 
Di = 1/P' (ri) (Vii/1-Vii) 
where P' is number of parameters in the regression equation; 
r2 is the squared of ith studentized residual ri, and the 
ratio Vii/1-Vii is the distance from Xi to the vector of 
sample mean based on all the data except the ith case (for 
more details see Weisberg (1980: 108-109) . 
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the main reasons behined their relatively high involvement 
in community action. 
The last statistical analysis procedure used in the 
present study is analysis of multicollinearity diagnostics. 
Wulticollinearity problems result when a regressor is almost 
a linear combination of other regressors in the model. In 
this case, the affected estimates are unstable and have high 
standard errors (Weisberg, 1960). 
A variety of diagnostic statistics have been suggested 
for serious multicollinearity. The following are some of 
these diagnostic statistics based on principal component 
analysis: (1) According to Weisberg (1980: 178), one 
popular measure of collinearity is called the condition 
number, K, defined by: 
% 
2 
K = (largest eigenvalue/smallest eigenvalue) 
Clearly K>1, with large values suggesting collinearity. (2) 
Chatterjee and Price (1977) suggest that multicollinearity 
is a problem if a) any one of the eigenvalues is less than 
.01, or b) the sum of the reciprocals of the eigenvalues is 
greater than five times the number of explanatory variables 
in the model. (3) Belsley et al. (1980) suggest that there 
is a possibility of collinearity problem when a condition 
index is large (greater than 30) . The condition indices are 
the squared roots of the ratio of the largest eigenvalues to 
each individual eigenvalue. Also, a collinearity problem 
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occurs when a component associated with a high condition 
index contributes strongly to the variance of two or more 
variables. 
The above tests were applied to the regression model 
the present study, and the results indicate no 
multicollinearity problem. As the condition number K was 
2.3, the smallest eigenvalue was .41; the sum of the 
reciprocals of eigenvalues was 11.8; and the largest 
condition index was 2.3. The collinearity diagnostics are 
presented in Table 10. The eigenvalues and condition 
indices are obtained by using option "collin" in the 
regression procedure included in the SJIS computer program 
(SAS Institute Inc., 19S2). 
Table 10. Collinearity diagnostics 
Component Eigenvalue Condition index 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
2.19 
1 .53 
1 .27 
1 .05 
0.83 
0.67 
0.56 
0.50 
0.41 
1 .00  
1  . 2 0  
1. 31 
1 .44 
1  . 6 2  
1  . 8 1  
1 .98 
2 . 1 0  
2.32 
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IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this chapter is to present and discuss 
the findings resulting from testing the proposed model and 
associated hypotheses. 
A. Findings 
An actor's contribution to community field structure 
was hypothesized to be positively associated with socio­
economic status, extensity of participation in 
organizations, contact with community leaders, level of 
organizational officership, job obligation for participation 
in community action, satisfaction with community, and 
commitment to community. It was also hypothesized that 
males would contribute to community field structure more 
than females, and married residents would contribute to 
community field structure more than unmarried residents. 
Among these nine proposed relationships, four were 
confirmed in the correlation analysis and three in the 
multiple regression analysis. In the correlation analysis, 
statistically significant positive relationships were found 
between actors' contributions to community field structure 
and 1) ones socio-economic status, 2) level of 
organizational officership, 3) degree of contact with 
community leaders, and H) degree of satisfaction with 
community (Table 11). 
Table 11. Zero-order correlations of all variables 
Variable Y XI X2 XS XH X5 X6 X7 XP yo 
Contribution to 
community field Y 1.00 
Sex XI .09 1.00 
Marital status X2 .14 .19* 1.00 
Socio-economic 
status X 3 .36* .28* .09 1 .00 
Participation in 
organizations .16 -.09 -.05 .2%* 1.00 
Contact with 
leaders X5 .22* .13 .08 .20* .34* 1.00 
Level of organi­
zational offices X6 .«2* -.05 -.10 .30* .58* .29* 1.00 
Job obligation X7 .07 .19* .02 .14 -.07 -.04 -.10 1.00 
Satisfaction with 
community X8 .35* -.11 .05 .20* .23* .11 .21* .10 1.00 
Commitment to 
community X9 .09 .00 .25* -.03 .10 .27* .03 -.04 .23* 1.00 
*Statistically significant (p<.05). 
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When the proposed relationships were examined in a 
multivariate context, socio-economic status, level of 
organizational officership, and degree of satisfaction with 
community were found to have significant effect on ones 
contributions to community field structure (Table 12). 
The nine independent variables, taken collectively, 
explained 36 percent of the variance in the actors' 
contributions to community field structure based on the 
unadjusted R2, or 30 percent of that variance as indicated 
by the adjusted R2 (Table 12). 
Using t-values to measure the effect of each 
independent variable and R2 values to express the proportion 
of variance explained by each independent variable, the most 
important variable for predicting actors' contributions to 
community field structure is the level of organizational 
officership (t = 4.17, R2 = .lU) . Individuals' levels of 
satisfaction with community (t = 2.88, R2 = .07) and socio­
economic status (t = 2.0, R2 = ,05) come next in level of 
importance (Table 12). 
B. Discussion 
This discussion covers only the hypotheses that were 
not confirmed and the level of accuracy of the model. The 
other hypotheses will be discussed in the section of 
implications. 
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Table 12. Effects of situational and orientational 
variables on residents' contributions to 
community field structure 
Dnstandardized Percent 
regression Standard t-value explained 
coefficient error variance 
(b) (RZ) 
Variable 
Sex (XI) 
Marital status (x2) 
Socio-economic 
status (X3) 
Participation in 
organizations (XU) 
Contact with 
leaders (X5) 
Level of organiza­
tional offices (X6) 
Job obligation (X7) 
Satisfaction 
with community (X8) 
Commitment to 
community (X9) 
.009 
.1 05 
.028 
-.015 
. 0 1 6  
.093 
.010 
.016 
- . 0 0 8  
.039 .23 -.01 
.060 1.75 .03 
.014 2.00* .05 
. 0 0 8  - 1 . 8 2  . 0 2  
. 0 1 1  l . m  . 0 1  
.022 W.17*** .14 
.030 .35 .00 
.006 2.88** .07 
.018 -.as -.01 
R2 = .36 
Adj.RZ = .30 
*Statistically significant (p<.05). 
**Statistically significant (p<.01). 
***Statlstically significant {p<.001). 
Both correlation and regression analysis reveal that 
gender and marital status are not important predictors of 
one's contribution to the community field structure. 
Unfortunately, these findings can not be compared to other 
studies' findings since these two variables, to our 
knowledge, have never been studied in the context of field 
theory. However, these findings should be interpreted with 
caution since only 23 percent of the actors were females and 
9 percent were unmarried persons. The relatively sample 
homogenity regarding these two variables may suppress the 
magnitude of their relationships with the community field 
structure measure. 
The anticipated positive relationship between extensity 
of participation in organizations and contribution to 
community field structure was not confirmed. This might be 
explained in terms of two associated factors that work in 
opposite directions. On one hand, participation in 
organizational activities, as proposed in this study, may 
provide individuals with opportunities to be aware of 
community problems and become involved in community action 
since much community action takes place in local 
organizations. Also, organizational memberships provide 
individuals with access to resources which they may be able 
to mobilize for influencing community action. This would 
enhance their abilities to contribute to community field 
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structure. On the other hand, the increasing involvement of 
actors in organizational activities may compete for 
residents* time and energy. The more time and effort 
residents spend in organizational activities, less time and 
energy are available for community action. 
The positive effect of the former factor and the 
negative effect of the latter might cancel one another and 
thus contribute to the nonsignificant relationship between 
extensity of participation in organizations and contribution 
to community field structure. This interpretation may have 
some validity considering that the average number of 
organizations for each participant in the sample is 
relatively high (7) . 
Another factor that might contribute to the 
nonsignificant effect of extensity of participation in 
organizations is the relatively strong correlation it has 
with level of organizational officership (r = .58). 
Although the variety of multicollinearity tests performed on 
the regression model indicate no serious collinearity 
problem, this strong correlation might have some effect on 
the regression coefficients of these two variables. 
Weisberg (1980: 59) refers to such a case when he points out 
that if the independent variables are correlated, the sign 
of a fitted coefficient may be opposite to an investigator's 
understanding of a problem. He adds that while this is 
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mathematically reasonable and occasionally scientifically 
reasonable, it is difficult to interpret the role of such a 
predictor. 
To make sure that the relatively strong correlation 
between actor's extensity of participation in organizations 
and actor's level of organizational officership is neither 
the reason of the nonsignificant estimate of the former nor 
the reason of the highly significant estimate of the latter, 
each of the two variables was deleted from the model and the 
regression analysis was performed on the remaining eight 
variables. The result of this analysis indicates only 
minimal changes in the estimator's values. However, 
extensity of participation in organizations remains 
nonsignificant while level of organizational officership 
continues to be the strongest predictor in the model. The 
t-values and R2 values of the full and partial models are 
presented in Table 13. 
The findings also indicate that there is little 
relationship between job obligation for participation in 
community action and contribution to community field 
structure. This result does not support the idea that the 
majority of contribution to community programs or action is 
made by governmental or professional personnel rather than 
by volunteer citizens. 
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Table 13. T-values and RZ of full and partial models 
t-value 
Independent 
variable 
If nonsig-
Fall If X4 If X6 nificant 
model deleted deleted variables 
deleted 
Sex (XI) 
Marital status (X2) 
Socio-economic 
status (X3) 
Participation in 
organizations (X4) 
Contact with 
leaders (X5) 
Level of organiza­
tional officership (X5) 
Job obligation (X7) 
Satisfaction with 
community (X8) 
commitment to 
community (X9) 
.23 .UU .1U 
1.75 1.77 1.23 
2.00* 1 .85 2.61 
- 1  . 8 2  
.35 
.18 
1.U1 1.06 1.85 
U.I 7- 3.72* 
.36 -.18 
2.88* 2.70* 3.13* 
-.U5 —.U9 —.06 
2.U5* 
3.78* 
2.90* 
Unadjusted RZ 
Adjusted R2 
.36 
.30 
.3U 
.25 
.25 
.19 
.30 
.28 
*Statistically significant (p<.05) 
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The anticipated positive relationship between ones 
contact with community leaders and their contribution to 
community field structure was confirmed in the bivariate 
analysis, but when subjected to multivariate analysis where 
the effects of the other independent variables were 
statistically controlled, the findings did not support the 
proposed relationship. This means that the effect of 
contact with community leaders on contribution to community 
field structure may be due to common variables that are 
associated positively with both variables. 
The anticipated positive relationship between degree of 
commitment to community and contribution to community field 
structure was not confirmed in the bivariate analysis or in 
the multivariate analysis. This anticipated relationship 
was theoretically supported by both voluntaristic action 
theory and community field theory as well as by literature 
on community participation. 
One possible reason for the unexpected finding may be 
an inadequacy of the operational measure of actor's 
commitment to community. Actor's commitment was measured by 
a single-item indicator where the respondent was asked to 
respond to the following: "I feel strong commitment to the 
community." The responses to this item were measured on 
five-point Likert type scale. People may report positively 
to this statement since it may be embarrassing for some to 
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report little or no commitment to the place in which they 
live on a day-to-day basis. This may explain the relatively 
high average of commitment score (4.2) on a scale from one 
to five (Table 8). 
Future studies should recognize that adequate scales 
require the use of multiple-item indicators of a single 
concept. It might also be advised to include both formative 
and negatively worded statements since the direction of an 
item may influence the response. 
The nine independent variables in the model considerd 
together explained 36 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable as measured by unadjusted and 30 
percent of the variance as measured by the adjusted RZ This 
leaves approximately two thirds of the variance of 
contribution to community field structure unexplained. 
However, this is not surprising considering the percentages 
of variance left unexplained in other studies of community 
participation. For example, Beaulieu (1977), using multiple 
regression analysis, could explain only 21 percent of the 
variance in the intensity of residents' participation in 
community programs in an Indiana community. Edwards and 
White (1980) used a multivariate analysis technique to 
predict social participation in voluntary organizations in 
four county planning district in Virginia. Their model 
could explain only 14 percent of the variance. They 
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conclude that it is common when multivariate techniques are 
applied to individual level data to yield an explanation of 
less than 20 percent of the variance. 
Another factor to consider is the nature of sample 
under investigation. Snowball sampling procedures as used 
in this study identify a relatively homogeneous sample of 
active participants in community issues. The relative 
homogeneity of the sample with respect to independent 
variables such as sex, marital status and commitment to 
community might suppress their effects on the dependent 
variable, thus contributing to the negligible amount of 
overall variance explained. 
Unexplained variance in the dependent variable may be 
also contributed to the fact that the proposed model has not 
included all of the relevant variables. Examples of absent 
variables that may be relevant to actors' contributions to 
community field structure include age, length of residency 
in community, personal networks (e.g., friends and 
relatives), nature of community power structure, and one's 
perception of community social dimensions such as community 
viability and community autonomy. 
Also, inadequate measurements of variables included in 
the model may affect the explained variance. For example, 
R2 may increase by improving on the measurement of variables 
such as actor's commitment to community. 
V. SDMMARY AND IHPLICATIONS 
A .  Summary 
The underlying impetus behind this study was the belief 
that variations among residents who contribute to community 
field structure needs to be understood. Such an explanation 
would add to the explanation of community dynamics, and 
hopefully assist community development practitioners 
increase their effectiveness in developmental efforts. 
Community field theory (Kaufman, 1959; Wilkinson, 
1970b) was adopted to conceptualize community structure and 
residents' contribution to the integration of that 
structure. Community field theory views the community as an 
activity field, or as a structure in process. Structure is 
defined in behavioral terms where the field is thought of as 
an organized set of actions carried out by local actors. In 
this manner, a field perspective serves to identify the 
patterns of activities that link the contributions of 
participating actors to the integration of the total 
community. Subsequently, a coordinative structure persumed 
to increase communities* problem-solving capacities 
(Kaufman, 1979) • 
Coordination and integration of the community field are 
studied in terms of actors' participation in episodes of 
community oriented action. Actors who participate in 
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multiple interest fields are presumed to provide 
coordinative linkages, and thus contribute to community 
field structure building. 
While community field theory is useful for 
conceptualizing community action structure and determining 
what participants do in the community-oriented issues, as 
presently formulated, it is inappropriate for explaining why 
residents behave as they do in such issues, or what the 
reasons are behind their differential contributions to 
community field structure. 
An attempt was made in this study to identify 
theoretical explanations for this phenomenon from literature 
on community power structures, social exchange theory, role 
theory, motivation theories and voluntaristic action theory. 
It was assessed that voluntaristic action theory would 
provide a more comprehensive explanation than would the 
other four perspectives. From a voluntaristic action theory 
perspective, social action is seen as a process in the 
actor-situation system which has motivational significance 
to the actor. It conceptualizes voluntarism of social 
action as the subjective decision-making process of 
individual actors, but views such decisions as the partial 
outcome of both normative and situational conditions. 
Guided by voluntaristic action theory, nine situational 
and orientational variables were selected based on their 
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expected influence on actors' participation in community 
action. A model was constructed and relevant literature 
reviewed. The relationships between each of the nine 
variables and contribution to community field structure were 
hypothesized as follows: contribution to community field 
structure would be positively related to ones socio-economic 
status, extensity of participation in organizations, degree 
of contact with community leaders, level of organizations in 
which actors hold executive positions, job obligation of 
participation in community action, degree of satisfaction 
with community, and degree of commitment to community. It 
was also hypothesized that male residents would contribute 
more than female residents to community field structure, and 
married residents would contribute more than unmarried 
residents. 
The empirical data used in this study were collected in 
a central Iowa community. A snowball saraoling technique was 
used to identify existing interest fields, and the core set 
of residents who performed prominent roles in community 
action. Interviews were conducted with community 
knowledgeables who identified important issues, programs and 
events that had occurred over the previous three years. 
They also were asked to identify key actors in each of the 
identified issues and events. A total of seventeen issues 
were identified during interviews with knowledgeables. 
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Because of sampling considerations, three of these issues 
were excluded from subsquent analysis. 
Based on the content of social action, the remaining 1U 
issues were grouped into eight distinct special interest 
fields. Snowball sampling was then continued to identify 
the participants in the local action networks. Altogether, 
120 residents were identified and interviewed as active 
participants in at least one of the local issues. 
Community field procedures combined with network 
analysis techniques were used to describe and measure the 
degree to which interest fields within the community were 
coordinated with one another. This provided the basic 
information to be used in calculating scores of residents' 
contributions to community field structure. Information on 
the independent variables was also obtained during the 
interviews. Correlational and multiple regression analyses 
were then performed to test the proposed model and stated 
hypotheses. 
Four of the nine proposed relationships were confirmed 
through the correlation analysis, while only three of these 
withstood the test based on multiple regression analysis. 
In the correlation analysis, statistically significant 
positive relationships were found between scores of 
contributions to community field structure and ones socio­
economic status, level of organizations in which actors hold 
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executive positions, degree of satisfaction with community, 
anl degree of contact with community leaders. Within the 
multivariate context, only the first three of these were 
found to be significantly associated with contributions to 
community field strucure. Altogether, the nine independent 
variables, explained 36 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable. 
The findings, in general, provide evidence that the 
situational context of action as well as residents' 
orientations affect ultimate action. In this case study, 
most active residents in community-oriented activities were 
those occupying higher positions and expressing positive 
attitudes toward the community. 
B. Implications 
This study has several implications for community 
research and community development practice. 
!• Implications for conmnnitv research 
The utility of community field theory for 
conceptualizing community action and delineating community 
action structures has been demonstrated. Also, it has been 
shown the general value of voluntaristic action theory for 
identifying distinct l:ypss of variables as being important 
for explaining social behavior at the community level. 
These two theories of social action were adopted to 
explain two different, but related, aspects of residents' 
participation in community action. As explained before, 
ocommunity field theory is useful for explaining how 
participation affects community structure, but not helpful 
in explaining the variability in residents' participation. 
Voluntaristic action theory, on the other hand, is useful 
for suggesting reasons for variability in participation, but 
not helpful in explaining how participation affects 
community social structure. 
According to Anderson and Wilier (1981), all human 
events contain, in varying degrees, elements of biophsical, 
social, and cognitive phenomena, and a fully general theory 
of human behavior should include all such components as well 
as combining the parts into an integrated theoretical 
system. In the present state of sociological theory, such 
an integrated theoretical system does not exist. Dntil 
having such a theory of human behavior, we suggest that 
combinations of less developed theories should be utilized 
to explain different aspects of a social phenomenon such in 
the case when utilizing both community field theory and 
voluntaristic action theory to understand the two 
abovementioned aspects of residents' participation in 
community action. 
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The findings of this study also demonstrate the 
importance of using a combination of personal-situational 
and orientational variables to predict social behavior. 
Most community participation studies emphasize personal and 
demographic variables with relatively little consideration 
given to orientational variables. Although only three 
variables were found to be statistically significant in 
explaining residents' contributions to community field 
structure, they constituted a combination of personal-
situational and orientational variables. The findings add 
support to the existing evidence that the behavior of 
individuals is closely related to the place they occupy in a 
social system, as indicated in this study by socio-economic 
status. 
The findings demonstrate the importance of 
organizational executive positions at multiple levels 
(community and extra-community levels) as a predictor of 
ones contribution to communiy field structure. The 
uniqueness of this variable is that persons in such 
positions are more likely to possess the qualifications 
needed for effective social participation in community 
affairs. They have access to organizational resources from 
the local community as well as from outside the local 
community through organizational leadership positions. They 
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also have the organizational skills, communicative abilities 
and necessary opportunities for participation in community 
action. This variable deserves more investigation in future 
research, particularly with respect to its relationship with 
other organizational variables. 
The relationship between community integration and 
community vertical ties with extra-community systems, or 
between what Warren (1978) terms community horizontal and 
vertical patterns, is beyond the focus of this study. 
However, some of the findings shed light on this 
relationship. Warren (1978) describes the " great change" 
in modern society as resulting from technological 
revolution, and argues that some of this change is 
represented by increasing level of orientation of local 
community units toward extra-community systems with a 
crossponding decline in community cohesion and autonomy. 
The present study findings indicate that residents with 
stronger vertical ties, as measured by the executive 
positions held in extra-community organizations, contribute 
more to the community field, and therefore more to community 
integration. This means that increasing community vertical 
ties may crosspond to an increase rather than the decrease 
of community integration. However, many other variables 
constitute what is called vertical ties as well as many 
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definitions of community integration. Nonetheless, the 
present study invites more comprehensive investigation on 
this important topic. 
The findings of this study document an important 
connection between two community influence structures. If 
residents' socio-economic status is taken as an indicator of 
one's position in the community power network and 
contribution scores to community field structure are taken 
as indicators of positioning in the action network, then the 
findings support the conclusion made by Beaulieu and Ryan 
(198%) that persons in central and therefore, more dominant 
positions of community power networks are more likely to be 
involved in action networks. That is, hierarchical ranking 
in the power network increases the likelihood of one's 
presence in the action network. 
2. Implication s for community development practice 
The findings of this study have practical implications 
for community development agents, community leaders and 
policy makers. The findings help to predict residents' 
contributions to community structure through participation 
in community action. Residents who occupy higher socio­
economic status, hold organizational executive positions at 
multiple level and express higher level of satisfaction with 
community contribute more than other residents to the 
structure of community field. 
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Community practitioners need to recognize that 
inclusion of residents from these three segments would 
increase the efficiency of development programs, and 
strengthen community integration. Including residents from 
these segments in activities taking place in less Integrated 
interest fields would strengthen the coordinative ties 
between these interest fields and other interest fields in 
the local community. 
Information on these three variables should be obtained 
before conducting development programs. Such information 
will be helpful not only for identifying potentially 
effective actors, but also will provide important 
information about different aspects of community structure. 
For example, data on socio-economic status provide 
practitioners with general ideas about the community power 
network. Data on community satisfaction may reveal the weak 
and strong aspects of community structure as perceived by 
community residents; thus, practitioners can give priority 
to the weak areas through developmental programs. 
The normative goals of community development require 
that practitioners and community leaders should work to 
involve other segments of community residents in community 
action. In addition to strengthening community structure, 
such efforts are also advised to ensure that development 
policies and their excecutions will not be biased in the 
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direction of the values and interests of the community upper 
socio-economic segment. 
The findings suggest that the reasons behind the 
relative inactivity of some community residents are their 
situational conditions. Changing these conditions would be 
necessary for increasing their involvement. Among variables 
that have been found to be influential on residents' 
contributions to community field structure, perhaps little 
can be said about particular ways of manipulating them in 
order to develop participation. Socio-economic status, 
holding organizational offices at multiple levels, or 
satisfaction with community are difficult to be changed, at 
least in a short run, without altering the social structure. 
In the short run, however, practitioners and community 
leaders must find ways to facilitate the involvement of all 
community segments in local programs. This may be possible 
by making community issues and undertakings relevant to a 
wide range of people. Residents are more likely to perceive 
the relevancy of a given program if they have participated 
in identifying and articulating the problem. Also, 
activities that involve basic values common to many people 
will elicit wider participation than those involving the 
particular values of few. 
Some of the techniques used for measuring residents' 
contributions to community field structure in this study 
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have important implications for community development 
practitioners. They are useful for diagnosing the existing 
conditions of a community action structure, to guide program 
development, or ta evaluate the effectiveness of community 
development programs. 
The residents' contribution scores can be used by 
practitioners to identify the positions of individuals in 
the community action network. Residents with higher scores 
are those who contribute more than others to the integration 
and coordination of the community field structure. Those 
residents are the community leaders from an interactionalist 
perspective. 
Measurement of community relatedness indicates how 
strongly a particular interest field is connected or linked 
to other interest fields and integrated within the total 
community field structure. Such data can be used by 
practitioners to identify interest fields that are 
relatively weak, and those that are relatively strong in 
their integration levels with other interest fields in the 
community. 
In New Prairie the interest fields of 
industrialization, externally induced activities, local 
government affairs, and general community development and 
planning were relatively strongly connected with other 
interest fields. The interest fields of recreation and 
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education were less connected with other interest fields. 
Interest field of social service was weakly connected with 
other interest fields, and fund raising was virtually 
unconnected with other interest fields (Table 5). 
In addition to diagnosing action structures, the 
measure of community relatedness of interest fields can be 
used to guide the purposive efforts to improve the 
integration of local action structure. Practitioners might 
develop programs involving residents from the social service 
interest field with residents from industrialization and the 
externally induced activity fields. In addition to 
increasing the connectedness of social service interest 
field with other interest fields, such efforts will also 
improve the integration of the community field structure as 
a whole. 
There are alternative strategies that can be utilized 
to increase the coordination among interest fields. For 
example, instead of involving residents from social service 
with those from industrialization or other strongly 
connected interest fields, practitioners may choose to 
involve residents with higher scores of contribution to 
community field structure such as actor numbers 10, 16, 18, 
and 66 in Appendix B. Another strategy is to involve 
residents from the social service interest area with 
residents who occupy higher socio-economic status and/or 
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hold executive positions in organizations at multiple 
levels. Of course the previous three criteria are expected 
to be positively associated as indicated by the findings of 
this study. 
The fund raising interest field which is not a part of 
the New Prairie's community field can be connected with 
other interest fields by using similar strategies like those 
described above. Developing coordinative linkages between 
structurally disconnected or less connected interest fields 
and other interest fields in the community is assumed to 
facilitate communication and improve the capacity of the 
community to mobilize local resources and solve local 
problems. 
A third use of the community relatedness measure is as 
an evaluative tool to assess the effectiveness of community 
development programs. Community development is defined from 
community field perspective as purposive activities that 
increase the degree to which the community field structure 
is coordinated (Kaufman, 1979). Community relatedness of 
interest fields can be used as a base line from which the 
effect of development programs can be evaluated. Effective 
programs are those which increase the degree of community 
relatedness of interest fields. 
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C. Limitations of the Study 
In the previous chapter, limitations associated with 
the measurement of some of the variables were discussed. 
Another measurement limitation is related to the level of 
reliability of the two composite scales used in measuring 
residents' socio-economic status and ones satisfaction with 
the community. The alpha reliability coefficient of the 
socio-economic status scale (.45) and the alpha coefficient 
of community satisfaction (.53) were relatively low when 
compared to what in general considered to be acceptable 
level of reliability in social science research (.6). 
However, considering the relatively homogeneity nature of 
the sample, these coefficients may be considered reasonable. 
In future research, the reliability of socio-economic status 
scale may be improved by adding items such as family income 
to the scale. Also, reliability of community satisfaction 
scale may be improved by adding items such as residents' 
evaluations of community services and facilities. 
The limited scope of this case study of a single 
community made it difficult to include in the model more 
structural and ecological variables thought to influence 
social behavior in general, such as community size, density, 
location, form of government, nature of the value system and 
presence of community conflict. Inclusion of such variables 
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in the model may result in a better explanation of the 
variability of residents' contributions to community field 
structure. 
Although concentration on one community facilitates an 
in-depth investigation of a single community structure's 
attributes and dynamics, such a design does not lead to 
generalizations or conclusions concerning the characters of 
community field structure in general. 
The time frame of the study is a potential source of 
bias. The action structure in New Prairie that was 
identified was contingent upon the time frame chosen. The 
three year period of time was used so that a relatively 
large number of issues could be examined. Extending this 
period would increase the potential for identifying 
additional issues, interest fields and actors. At the same 
time, the extended period of time would exacerbate two 
problems. First, recall errors would increase as the time 
from the issue to interview increased. Second, a larger 
percentage of issue participants may not be reachable for 
interviewing as the time frame is extended. Nevertheless, 
the observed structure of local action would likely have 
been different had a different time frame been chosen. 
The method used to identify local issues is another 
potential source of bias. Issues were identified by 
knowledgeables who were carefully selected on the basis of 
106 
their perceived knowledge of the community, and their 
representation to a full range of local interests. To the 
extent that the selected knowledgeables fail to identify all 
the community issues that have taken place within the time 
frame, the sample of issues and consequently the sample of 
actors would be biased. 
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IX. APPENDIX B: SCORES AttD RANKS OF ACTORS' CONTRIBUTIONS 
TO COHMONITT FIELD STRDCTDRB 
Actor Score Rank Actor Score Rank 
1 .025 110 33 .000 113 
2 .025 110 34 .169 84 
3 .324 34 35 .169 84 
a .274 39 36 .164 84 
5 .274 39 37 .164 84 
6 .471 12 38 .650 n 
8 .245 63 39 .245 63 
9 .662 8 40 .245 63 
10 .943 2 41 .245 63 
11 .245 63 42 .274 39 
12 .245 63 43 .342 16 
13 .164 84 44 .299 35 
14 .342 16 45 .244 63 
15 .342 16 46 .164 84 
16 1.000 1 47 .245 63 
17 .342 16 48 .936 3 
18 .936 3 49 .164 84 
19 .342 16 50 .274 39 
20 .34 2 16 51 .274 39 
21 .34 2 16 52 .274 39 
22 .300 35 53 .274 39 
23 .687 7 54 .274 39 
2W .245 63 55 .274 39 
25 .245 63 56 .274 39 
26 .245 63 57 .245 63 
27 .245 63 58 .274 39 
28 .468 13 59 .274 39 
29 .164 84 60 .245 63 
30 .164 84 61 .274 39 
31 .274 39 62 .245 63 
32 .025 110 63 .274 39 
12% 
Actor Score Rank Actor Score Rank 
64 .164 84 92 .151 107 
65 .342 16 93 .151 107 
66 .752 5 94 .169 84 
67 .757 5 95 .169 84 
68 .342 16 96 .274 39 
69 .23 6 83 97 .000 113 
70 .34 2 16 98 .342 16 
71 .342 16 99 .342 16 
72 .164 84 100 .245 63 
73 .164 84 101 .164 84 
74 .274 39 102 .164 84 
75 .164 84 103 .151 107 
76 .164 84 104 .245 63 
77 .636 10 105 .164 84 
78 .342 16 106 .235 63 
79 .274 39 107 .000 113 
80, .342 16 108 .000 113 
81 .164 84 109 .000 113 
82 .164 84 110 .245 63 
83 .164 84 111 .245 63 
84 .164 84 112 .000 113 
85 .274 39 113 .468 13 
86 .274 39 114 .274 39 
87 .274 39 115 .468 1 3 
88 .342 16 116 .259 62 
89 .342 16 117 .274 39 
90 .300 35 118 .300 35 
91 .342 16 119 .662 8 
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I .  APPENDIX C: FREQUENCY DISTHIBDTIOHS 
Table C.I. Sex of actors 
Sex Frequency Percent 
Females 25 21.2 
Males 9 3 78.8 
Total l ie 100.0 
Table C.2. Marital status of actors 
a 
Marital status Frequency Percent 
Married 109 93.2 
Unmarried 8 6.8 
Hot reported 1 - -
Total 118 100.0 
a 
Percentages in the tables are based only upon 
reported cases. 
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Table C.3. Occupations of actors 
Occupation Frequency Percent 
Professionals, Technicals, 
and kindworkers 15 13.2 
Hanagers, Officials, and 
Properties 60 52.6 
Other occupations 39 34.2 
Hot reported 4 — — 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.4. Educational attainment of actors 
Educational attainment Frequency Percent 
Post graduate degree and 
some graduate work 37 31 .4 
Four year college graduate no 33.9 
Less than four year college 
graduate ai 34.7 
Total 118 100.0 
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Table C.5. Socio-economic status of actors 
Socio-economic Frequency Percent 
statQS score 
2 20 17.2 
3 30 25.8 
U 34 29.4 
5 22 19.0 
6 10 8.6 
Not reported 2 — — 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.6. Actors* membership of organizations 
Number of 
organizations Frequency Percent 
1 -5 
6-9 
10 and more 
115 
32 
3*.7 
38.1 
27.2 
Total 118 100.0 
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Table C.7. Organizational offices held by actors 
Number of 
offices Frequency Percent 
0-1 43 36.5 
2 26 22.0 
3-» «9 41.5 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.8. Actors' membership in organizational committees 
Number of 
committees Frequency Percent 
0-2 43 36.4 
3-4 35 29.7 
5 and more 40 33.9 
Total 1 1 8  100.0 
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Table C.9. Extensity of participation in organizations 
Score of extensity of 
participation in Frequency Percent 
organizations 
3 26 22.0 
4 11 9.3 
5 16 13.6 
6 1 3 11 .0 
7 12 10.2 
8 22 18.6 
9 18 15.3 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.10. Actors' contact with cominanity leaders 
Contact Score Frequency Percent 
__ 23 197?" 
3 15 12.7 
4 23 19.5 
5 31 26.3 
6  2 6  2 2 . 0  
Total 110 100.0 
130 
Table C. n .  Level of organizational officerships 
Number of organi­
zational levels Frequency Percent 
0 17 14.4 
1 57 48.3 
2 35 29.7 
3-4 9 7.6 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.12. Actors' Job obligation of participation in 
coBoonity action 
Job obligation Frequency Percent 
Job requires 
participation 63 53.8 
Job not require 
participation 54 64.2 
Not reported 1 - -
Total 118 100.0 
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Table C.13. Actors' satisfaction with community 
Score of 
satisfaction Frequency Percent 
10 2 1 .7 
11 1 0.9 
12 5 4.2 
14 5 4.2 
15 11 9.3 
16 7 5.9 
17 11 9.3 
18 17 14.4 
19 22 18.7 
20 20 17.0 
21 n 9.3 
22 5 4.2 
24 1 0.9 
Total 118 100.0 
Table C.I 4= Actors' commitment to community 
Score of 
commitment Frequency Percent 
1 1 0.9 
2 7 5.9 
3 8 6.8 
4 53 UU.9 
5 49 41.5 
Total 118 100.0 
